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Supervisor  Abraham 
Board  of  Supervisors 
County  Administrative  Center 
4080  Lemon  Street,  14th  Floor 
Riverside,   CA  92501-3656 

RE:   Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 

Dear  Supervisor  Abraham: 
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,,n^f?«1pT=d  herewith  is  ^e  Draft  Interim  Report  Findinqs  (Eaale 

s™  SiSisysr  it? for  the  Dep— *  * «« a^ss: 

reaardinn  ►  hfT  i  ***■*?*      critical   but   constructive  questions 

State^rW^80"6  ff  the  iSSU6S  raised  mi9ht  be  deferred  to  the 
before  th^rxp9  -Stage'  ???y  °f  the  issues  should  be  resolved 
approved      R  1S  Certlfied  "  complete  and  the  project  is 


SDoncnr  ^ii-  be  w°rkinq  witn  County  Planning  and  the  project 

Board  with  S?"'  thB  cFitical  *««"  before  it  is  brought  to  your 
ooara  with  our  recommendations.  j-»* 
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Sincerely, 

Robert  A 
Director 

RAN:lj 
Enclosure 

cc:   CAO;   Attn:  Richard  Lashbrook 

Si?"!??  DePa"m^t;  Attn:  Joe  Richards,  David  Mar 
l.ea;  Attn:  John  Fanning 


es 


1995  Market  Street  «  Riverside,  CA  92501-1719  •  (714)  275-1370  •  FAX  (714)  275-1374 


^"■>"v:jlv^ 


DOCUMENT  0001 


CONVERSE  |  J  #2 
ENVIRONMENTAL  fV&m 


9471  Riflgehaven  Court.  Suite  C 
San  Diego.  California  92123 

Telephone  619  268-3360 
FAX  619  268-8955 


INTERIM  REPORT  OF  FINDINGS 

REVIEW  OF  DRAFT 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


PROPOSED  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  PROJECT 
DESERT  CENTER,  CALIFORNIA 


1 

m 
1 


PREPARED  FOR: 

COUNTY  QF  RIVERSIDE 
WASTE  MANAGEMENT  DEPARTMENT 

1995  MARKET  STREET 
RIVERSIDE,  CALIFORNIA  92501-1719 


CEW  Project  No.  90-82-190-01 
September  1991 


^m    PrMMMl  Oa  Rrcrctrtf  tape* 


A  wnotty  Owned  Subsidiary  oi 
The  Conwerw  Protessionji  Group 


mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm 


DOCUMENT  0001 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 


1.0   INTRODUCTION 1 

2.0   CONCEPTUAL  LANDFILL  ENGINEERING 2 

2.1  Site  Subgrade  Engineering 2 

2.1.1  General .  .  .  .  .  2 

2.1.2  Bedrock  Subgrade 2 

2.1.3  Soil  Properties    [ 3 

2.2  Landfill  Liner '"'/  3 

2.2.1  General 3 

2.2.2  Clay  Liner  Material  Properties    3 

2.2.3  Liner  Conformance  to  Subgrade    4 

2.3  Leachate  Collection  System 4 

2.3.1  Characterization '  [  4 

2.3.2  Quantity '  '  4 

2.3.3  Collection 5 

2.3.4  Treatment 5 

2.3.5  Leakage [  5 

2.4  Landfill  Gas  and  Gas  Condensate  Collection  System 5 

2.5  Landfill  Final  Cover   g 

2.6  Seismic  Hazards g 

2.6.1  Faults 6 

2.6.2  Secondary  Seismic  Hazards    7 

3.0   WATER  QUALITY  AND  USE    g 

3.1  General    o 

3.2  Generation  of  Leachate g 

3.2.1  Infiltration  of  Meteoric  Water    g 

3.2.2  Infiltration  by  Surface  Run-on 9 

3.2.3  Generation  of  Moisture  by  Microbial  Activity    9 

3.2.4  Influx  of  Groundwater  at  Times  of  High  Groundwater 
Table g 

3.2.5  Contribution  of  Landfill  Gas  Condensate  to  Leachate 
Generation 10 

3.3  Escape  of  Leachate    10 

3.4-  Migration  of  Leachate  and  LeachaierAffected  Groundwater 11 

3.5  Movement  of  Groundwater  from  Bedrock  to  Alluvial  Aquifer   ...  11 

3.6  Effect  of  Landfill  Gas  on  Groundwater 12 

3.7  Wastewater  Disposal 12 

3.8  Groundwater  Basin  Overdraft 13 

4.0   LANDFILL  GAS  AND  GAS  CONDENSATE 14 

90-82-190-01  i 


ConvarM  Environmental  Wast 


DOCUMENT  0001 


m 


1 

1 


4.1  Summary  of  Impacts,  Mitigation  and  Implementation  (Table 

S-2)    14 

4.2  Project  Operations  -  Gas  Control   15 

4.3  Environmental  Consequences    15 

4.4  SCAQMD  Guidelines \\\  17 

5.0    AIR  QUALITY 18 

5.1  General    15 

5.1.1  Changes  in  Air  Quality  Regulations 18 

5.1.2  On  Site  Monitoring  Data    19 

5.1.3.  Waste  Transportation 19 

5.2  Wind  Monitoring 20 

5.3  Air  Quality    20 

5.4  Standard  Violations 21 

5.5  Assumptions 23 

5.5.2  Flare  Destruction  Efficiency 23 

5.5.3  Dust  Control  Efficiency    23 

5.5.4  Windblown  Fugitive  Dust 23 

5.5.5  VOC  Escape 24 

5.6  PSD  Applicability 24 

5.7  Emissions  Off-Sets    24 

5.8  Rail  versus  Truck  Hauling    25 

5.9  Mitigation 25 

5.10  Project  Alternatives    25 

5.1 1  Waste  Stream \\\\  26 

5.12  Odor    '  '  *  26 

6.0   NOISE 27 

6.1  General    27 

6.2  Transfer  Stations 28 

6.3  Rail  Transport 28 

6.4  Vehicle  Traffic 28 

6.5  Landfill  Operations    29 

6.6  Construction  Noise 30 

7.0   SURFACE  DRAINAGE/FLOODING 31 

8.0   PUBLtC  AND  WORKER  SAFETY- 32 

8.1  Affected  Environment    32 

8.1.1  Hazardous  Wastes  in  the  Solid  Waste  Stream 32 

8.1.2  Landfill  Gas  and  Gas  Condensate    32 

8.1.3  Worker  Safety \\\\  32 

8.1.4  Public  Safety    '/'  '  33 

8.2  Environmental  Consequences    33 


90-82-190-01 


Converse  Environmental  West 


DOCUMENT  0001 


':■:■: 


III   Rref "  ^  ^  GM  Condensate    33 

8.2.3  Worker  Safety 33 

y :34 

REFERENCES 


90-82-190-01 


Conv»rM  Environmental  West 


--'.'^JJ?Z^7&.i.WJJ.\.KK"."J^yJS?.'.'.'.^K'?T^tlT^,J.,.KW^^^AKKKKKK\K\\\\WXKWK,.W! 


mmmmmmm- 


DOCUMENT  0001 


I 


% 

1 


1.0   INTRODUCTION 

This  report  presents  the  results  of  a  technical  review  of  parts  of  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement/Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIS/DEIR)forthe 
proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project,  located  in  Riverside,  California  The 
report  has  been  prepared  within  the  general  framework  of  the  Converse 
Environmental  West  (CEW)  proposal  titled  'Proposal  Submittal,  Review  of  Eagle 
Mountain  Landfill  Project,  Draft  EIS  and  EIR",  dated  September  1990.  Preparation 
of  the  report  has  followed  review  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  document  and  appendices 
dated  July  1991,  with  other  referenced  technical  reports  and  data  currently 
available  to  us. 

The  principal  objectives  of  the  review  were:  to  evaluate  the  adequacy  of  technical 
data  developed  for  use  in  preparing  a  conceptual  landfill  design;  and  to  assess  the 
overall  effectiveness  of  the  conceptual  design  to  mitigate  adverse  impacts  and 
provide  adequate  environmental  protection.  During  the  review,  emphasis  was 
placed  on  evaluating  the  conceptual  design  proposals  for  conformance  to  current 
regulatory  criteria. 

Technical  areas  reviewed  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  review  effort  include:  conceptual 
landfill  engineering;  water  quality  and  use;  landfill  gas  and  gas  condensate-  air 
quality;  noise;  surface  drainage  and  flooding;  and  public  and  worker  safety.  Each 
of  the  technical  areas  are  discussed  in  the  following  report  sections,  with  specific 
comments  regarding  the  adequacy  of  the  information  presented  to  meet  the  overall 
objectives.  Where  necessary,  recommendations  are  made  for  further  investigation 
and/or  analysis  to  enable  potential  DEIS/DEIR  deficiencies  to  be  remedied 
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2.0   CONCEPTUAL  LANDFILL  ENGINEERING 
2.1   Site  Subgrade  Engineering 

2.1.1     fignpral 

'S^^SS^S^^urtar conditions  at  the  srte'  ^  ™* 

We  uneters^7^^Sh?nVaSter?  end  of  the  Pr°P^ed  fill  area, 
eastern  pit  area  3S *? *-  8re-  P'anned  for  the  west  end  °f  the 
data   available   can   b T^^SSS^'  ,nHa  ve^  9en^c  sense,  the 

planning.  entire  srte  for  the  Purposes  of  conceptual 
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2.1.2   BertroekSnhqraHo 

SSSsESSSSgg: 

excavated  in  the  alluvial  area  of  #»  cJL  Pr  A  west-racing  cut  slopes 

investigated     more    closet       Li1  >Areas  of  Instabil,ty  need  *>  be 

We  infer  that  it  is  intended  to  construct  parts  of  the  liner  swt.m  „„h    , 
waste  in  limited  sections  of  the  nit  J  I  fiml      L   J   y   em  and  place 
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?  1  3   Soil  Properties 

The  DEIS/DEIR  indicates  that  areas  of  natural  alluvium  and  of  mine  tailings 
probably  contain  zones  of  loose,  unconsolidated  material,  and  that  uneven 
settlement  of  the  basal  landfill  liner  could  result  if  the  landfill  was  constructed 
over  the  loose  alluvium  without  treatment.  Excavation  and  replacement  with 
compacted  material  was  the  indicated  corrective  procedure  to  reduce 
excessive  differential  settlement.  However,  limited  differential  settlement  will 
still  occur  in  artificially  compacted  material,  which  will  require  mitigation. 
Excavation  and  replacement  should  also  be  extended  to  include  mine  tailing 
and  waste  rock  dump  deposits.  The  DEIS/DEIR  suggests  that  loose 
materials  would  probably  not  be  subject  to  hydroconsoiidation;  this 
assumption  should  be  verified  by  testing. 


2.2   Landfill  Liner 

2.2.1    General 

The  liner  design  presented  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  is  not  complete;  it  is  indicated 
that  a  clay  liner  (fine  tailings)  would  be  placed  under  the  entire  landfill,  and 
a  composite  liner  (clay  and  membrane)  would  be  placed  under  the  lower 
elevations  of  the  landfill.  A  leachate  collection  drainage  layer  will  be  placed 
above  the  liner. 
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Further  conceptual  design  information  is  needed  to  make  more  than  a 
cursory  evaluation  of  the  overall  system.  The  technical  rationale  of 
constructing  a  composite  liner  over  certain  landfill  areas,  and  a  clay  liner 
over  other  landfill  areas,  should  be  presented. 


2.2.2  Clav  Liner  Material  Properties 

The  fine  tailings  which  are  proposed  to  be  used  for  the  liner  appear  to  have 
some  of  the  general  characteristics  required  to  meet  regulations,  although, 
as  noted,  an  admixture  may  be  needed  for  some  of  the  deposit,  because 
of  some  apparently  high  permeability  material.  Yet  to  be  resolved  are  the 
strength  factors  forth*  material  as  it  relates  to  stability  both  during  and  after 
placement,  and  the  shrinkage  characteristics  as  it  relates  to  cracking  and 
desiccation  after  placement.  We  consider  it  inappropriate  to  assume  that 
the  material  will  stay  moist  in  place,  considering  that  there  will  be  air 
circulation  within  the  waste,  caused  by  gas  removal,  and  that  naturally  warm 
temperatures  will  be  augmented  by  the  heat  generated  by  decomposition 
of  the  fill. 
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A  landfill  liner/leachate  compatibility  study  should  include  an  analysis  of  the 
calcareous  content  of  the  proposed  clay  liner  materials  (tailings)  and 
evaluation  of  any  possible  adverse  impacts  due  to  leachate  contact. 

The  entire  liner  should  also  be  evaluated  for  its  ability  to  prohibit  landfill  gas 
from  migrating  outside  of  the  JandfiW  area.  High  temperatures  within  the 
landfill  may  degrade  the  ability  of  the  liner  to  act  as  a  gas  barrier. 


2.2.3   Liner  Conformance  to  Subgrade 

Generally,  the  composite  liner  placed  at  the  base  of  the  landfill  might  be 
expected  to  perform  satisfactorily,  assuming  that  the  subgrade  is  properly 
prepared.  However,  the  effects  of  the  high  pressure  caused  by  hundreds 
of  feet  of  overlying  landfill  materials  on  the  liner  system  have  not  been 
adequately  addressed.  Also,  liner  materials  placed  against  the  benches  and 
relatively  steep  side  slopes  of  the  pit  walls  have  two  additional  criteria  to 
meet  to  be  considered  satisfactory:  the  liner  materials  must  be  stable 
during  and  after  landfill  construction,  and  the  materials  must  hold  together 
at  points  of  differential  stress,  such  as  at  the  edges  of  the  benches.  The 
technical  feasibility  of  lining  the  benches  and  side  slopes  of  the  pit  "is  not 
apparent  from  the  discussion  presented  in  the  DEIS/DEIR.  Additional 
information  should  be  provided  to  indicate  how  the  liner  will  perform. 


2.3  Leachate  Collection  System 

2.3.1    Characterisation 

The  assumed  chemical  composition  of  future  leachate  at  the  site  is  based 
on  data  from  other  landfills  in  the  general  area.  This  may  be  considered 
satisfactory,  although  a  considerable  range  of  leachate  chemical 
composition  has  been  identified  between  Class  III  landfills.  It  may, 
therefore,  be  more  appropriate  to  characterize  potential  leachate 
composition  by  considering  the  extremes  of  chemical  concentrations  found 
in  similar  landfills. 


2.3.2   Quantity 

The  infiltration/water  balance  models  considered  indicated  negligible  or  zero 
moisture  infiltration.  Other  sources  of  moisture,  such  as  the  natural  water 
content  of  the  waste  and  products  of  decomposition,  were  considered,  but 
also  indicated  the  possible  accumulation  of  only  small  amounts  of  moisture. 
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On  this  basis,  the  DEIS/DEIR  concludes  that  .there  will  be  no  significant 
volume  of  leachate,  but  plans  assume  that  there  will  be  some,  which 
appears  to  be  a  conservative  approach.  However,  some  quantification  of 
potential  leachate  volumes  is  necessary  to  evaluate  the  potential 
environmental  impacts.  Since  estimates  of  landfill  gas  condensate  have  be 
made,  estimates  of  leachate  quantities  should  also  be  made. 


2.3.3   Collection 
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The  leachate  collection  system  is  shown  to  consist  of  a  two-foot  thick 
drainage  bed,  with  a  series  of  interconnecting  leachate  collection  pipes. 
The  pipes  would  operate  under  a  gravity  system  in  the  higher  elevations, 
and  a  pump  system  in  the  lower  elevations,  to  transport  leachate  to  the 
recovery  facility.  The  system  will  be  located  immediately  above  the  landfill 
liner  system. 


2.3.4  Treatment 
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Pre-treatment  will  occur  at  the  site  or  at  the  wastewater  treatment  plant, 
where  all  such  fluids  are  to  be  directed.  Following  subsequent  treatment, 
the  fluids  will  presumably  be  used  or  disposed  of  in  accordance  with 
applicable  regulations.  However,  no  assessment  of  the  consequences  of 
discharge  of  this  wastewater  has  been  made  in  the  DEIS/DEIR. 


2.3.5   Leakage 
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In  the  DEIS/DEIR,  possible  pathways  which  leachate  could  follow  are 
discussed,  with  the  conclusion  that  permeabilities  of  the  underlying  soil  and 
rock  are  so  low  that  there  should  be  only  limited  movement  of  any  leachate, 
if  it  did  escape  the  engineered  leachate  collection  system.  This  analysis 
should  be  re-evaluated  based  on  the  possibility  of  different  flow-paths  and 
permeabilities,  as  pointed  out  in  Section  3.0,  titled  "Water  Quality  and  Use". 


2.4  Landfill  Gas  and  Gas  Condensate  Collection  System 


W- 


*H 


19  Issues  relating  to  the  landfill  gas  and-  gas  condensate-  cottectiorv  system  are 

presented  in  Section  4.0,  titled  "Landfill  Gas  and  Gas  Condensate". 
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2.5  Landfill  Final  Cover 

regulations,  which  include  the  ZSSfm  m  ^  appliCable  Calrforn'a 

20  cover  surface  to  allow  for  adequate Sna«  ■J^,8*-8™**  °f  the  UPP" 

Table  S-2  "Drainage",  the  mitiga  0  o  ooln  15  h  3  8Urface-  However'  und^ 
-nclude  the  maintenance  of  the  final  EndfifSo^,  dra,nage  ■mpacts  is  shown  to 
The  implication,  therefore  ifthat  thS'  °^,  *, 3  Qrad,ent  not  9realer  than  3% 
precisely  at  a  3%  grad^ni  This  mav  no  £ -  ~  -  ^^  Wi"  be  mainta,ned 
required  overall  final  slope  confioSon  a^S?  "I t0, aChi6Ve'  due  to  b°th  the 
mass.  The  concept  should  be TevaSteS  **  Sett'emenl  of  the  landf'» 
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2.6  Seismic  Hazards 

2-6.1  Eauits 

^«™^^rr™:™?i  hr so  far  >- 

photolineaments  may  represent  I  Lfll  °  Cluded  that  six  of  the 
northwesterly  strikingMtffSe  recof Lri,o?9'  ,n  "^Mon,  numerous 
DEIS/DEIR  concludes that  t?/anJ  !?i°  d'LSeCtthepr°Ject  ar«a-  The 
evaluated.  the  age  of  tn,s  fautt  activity  has  not  been 

photolineaments  previLSn  Lh  39e  datins  of  al1  fa^s  and 
features.  ^SS^SSuSS^  *  T^  J*  additi°na,,y  ider™ed 
lineaments  within  alluvSl^  posts  bofh^nin  and^"3  ^  ana,yZ'n9 
srte  area.  This  fault  evaluation  is  cnfjS  J?  ri  Jf  t0  the  Pr°j6Ct 
represent  potential  fatal  flawsTthes?e has TwSiHSSST^  aS  '«  may 
on  srte  faurts  should  have  been  included  in  MB^*""™  °f 

%s^jsse%  'tKs;ds^  r*ed  **  ^ 

d.rectly  overlain  by  undisturbed  Ouaterni^f  Concludes  that  the  fault  is 
Quaternary  in  aqe  It  is  not  £o?2  *  UV'Um'  ,ndicatin9  that  it  is  pre- 
active.  TmiS^ltiS^VSSL  fnS'dered  activ*  °'  Potentially 
the  fault,  the  ^S^'J^S^*?*™, **  ^  o^ 
or  Pleistocene,  and  not  in  terms  *  52  !S!..  d  'n  terms  of  Holocene 
Quaternary.  TO  0f  ^  aeoio9'c  Period  known  as  the 
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2.6.2   Secondary  Seismii 
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Loose  fractured  rocks  and  boulders  are  present  within  the  benches  and 
side .slopes  of  the  East  Pit,  and  in  the  waste  rock  dumps.  A  seismic  event 
could  trigger  slope  failures  and  present  a  high  risk  of  rockfalls  The 
proposed  mrtigation  outlined  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  includes  the  progressive 
sea hng  of  loose  rock  and  materials  on  benches  immediately  above  the 
working  face  of  the  landfill,  and  the  construction  of  berms  to  intercept  fallen 
rock.  This  is  not  considered  satisfactory  mrtigation.  The  scaling  of  loose 
rock  and  materials  should  be  performed  on  all  benches  from  which 
materials  could  conceivably  fall  onto  working  areas,  and  not  be  limited  to 
benches  immediately  above  the  working  areas. 

Seismic  analyses  should  be  incorporated  into  the  overall  slope  stability 
analyses  for  all  existing  and  proposed  cut  and  fill  slopes  at  the  site  as 
discussed  in  Section  2.1.2,  titled  "Bedrock  Subgrade". 

Acknowledgment  should  be  made  that  the  landfill  will  be  designed  to 
withstand  the  maximum  probable  earthquake  without  damage  to  the 
foundation,  fill  slopes,  or  structures  which  control  leachate,  gas  collection 
or  surface  drainage. 


I 
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3.0  WATER  QUALITY  AND  USE 


3.1   General 


anticipated  use  of  ^S^S^.f^am^Br-  and  «"«*  and 
beneficial  uses  of  O'OuSw  CS,™ .  h  T"  be  "°  imPai™nt  of 
This  statement  is  based  u^Ta^Z^lT,^'"9  re'0Se  ""  be  lined-' 

•bat  area  g^dJTS&TSS KS^S^ecT 
3.2  Generation  of  Leachate 

It  is  stated  that,  in  general,  only  small  quantities  of  learhatP  „,,  h 

Four  sources  of  leachate  are  discussed  ^achate  will  be  generated. 

0  Addition  (infiltration)  of  meteor,c  water  (precipitation)  to  the  landfill 

0  Infiltration  by  surface  run-on 

0  Generation  of  moisture  by  microbial  activity 

0  Influx  of  groundwater  at  times  of  high  water  table 
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3...2.1    Infiltration  pj  Meteoric  WptPr 
field  capacny,  and  an  Me*  ™ ?th ^«"  bTn »  JZSXTZ  'a"m 
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3.2.2   Infiltration  hv  R,,rfaPp  g,n  pn 

fs  ,    nw°K-,Underlyin9  9eol°9ic  structure*.  such  as  joims  fractures   and 

lorn  theT^K?  °f  the  rUn'0ff  fl0Win9  in  these  Channels  'can  SXeaeS 
mav  ,S?f  k  V  en9ineered  structures,  a  significant  amount  of  this  run-off 

?hi<  nh*      *  thSSe  J°'ntS'  fraCtures'  and  fau,ts.  ^d  percolate  downwards 

L  frePouennTveo,0n  ™l'  ^^  C3USe  temP°rar*  groundwater  mound  ng 
as  frequently  occurs  beneath  'dry  washes"  in  desert  environments    if  t£ 

geo  ogic  structures  are  "open",  it  is  possible  that  empo^T  hydro  taSc 
pressure  could  develop  at  depth.  If  the  geologic  structures  Sncfden  wrth 
the  stream  channels  intersect  the  pit  walls,  this  percolating  wate  p2em35 
S  svSm  ThPr6SSUre'  C0U'd  c°^°™*  ^e  stabilr^  of  the  p?op d 
ProposSTndfi,^'5  "  *"*»*  '^^  °™  the  ***  «  the 

Consideration  should  be  given  to  mapping  and  characterizing  the  streams 
surrounding  the  landfill,  and  determining  if  they  are  coincident with  noTn 
geologic  structures.  If  so,  and  if  the  structures" intersec^  S s  de  waSs  of 
the  proposed  landfill,  measures  should  be  developed  to  mrtigate  the  effects 
of  hydrostatic  build  up  on  the  landfill  liner  system 
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3.2.3   Generation  nf  Mr.ktiire  bv  Mirmhiai  a^,,*,. 


The  generation  of  water  by  microbial  activity  is  known  to  be  significant  as 
indicated  ,n  many  landfill  studies.  The  statement  that  Sbfal 
decomposition  rates  are  expected  to  be  low"  and  the  "accumuTaSn ,  S 
moisture  generated  is  expected  to  be  small"  should ^  be  supported  by 
analysis  or  comparison  to  similar  conditions  elsewhere.  Key  Xrsin  the 
analysis  are:  available  moisture;  concentration  of  oxygen?  and  abundance 
of  nutrients,  such  as  nrtrogen,  potassium,  phosp^rous    and I  piss  bl 
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3.2.4   Influx  pf  Qrounpwgter  ffl  TimPs  of  High  Qmundwatpr  tpmb 

The  DEIS/DEIR  recognizes  that  groundwater  could  provide  a  source  of 
water  for  leachate  generation,  if  the  water  table  were  to  rise  to  leve°s  above 
the  base  of  the  landfill.  To  mitigate  this  possibility,  it  is  proposed  that  waste 
be  placed  a  safe  distance  above  the  historic  high  groundwater  level   It  s 
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sue  s,,^  KKS^°Sm^2^S!mpaa  * 

3.8-j  Cgntrih,»innpf|Wfl,nn,Cnnrt.n„,.,n|„^.r  ^rn|    ( 

Landfill  gas  is  known  to  frequently  have  a  high  concentration  of  water  van™ 

Condensate''"6  ^"^  h  SSCti°n  4"°'  trt,ed  "^^  ^as  and  IS 
3.3  Escape  of  Leachate 

wmmmwMMi 

-SiSisasL'SLsssta ,o  ,he  voiume  °f  sraundraer 
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3.4   Migration  of  Leachate  and  Leachate-Affected  Groundwater 

£!!?  ih  k"  PathS  Wi"  be  CDincident  wrth  fautt  and  fracture  zones  and  consideration 
should  be  g,ven  to  adequately  determining  the  location  and  nature  of  these  zone, 
especially  .mmediately  beneath  and  adjacent  to  the  landfill.  XSSSESS 
groundwater  migration  and  flow  can  only  be  determined  by  direcl  tests  such  as 
tracer  eSts  Consideration  should  be  g,ven  to  conducting  sue  f  tests  once  the 
to  a  greaSte°r  ST*"  ^  ™>  ^  the  landfl11  Srte  ^sTtZnZ 

3.5  Movement  of  Groundwater  from  Bedrock  to  Alluvial  Aquifer 

Groundwater  migrating  through  fractured  bedrock  will  reach  the  alluvium  and 
^charge  to  the  alluvial  aqu,fer  at  the  bedrock-alluvium  contact  or  v  a  eeoaSe 
below  the  water  table.  These  seepage  points  will  probably  be  located  where  the 
fracture  zones  intersect  the  bedrock-alluvium  contact.  Consideration  should  be 
given  to  locating  the  major  condute  through,  for  example,  geophysical  means 
such  as  se,sm,c  refraction  and  deep-penetrating  electrical  reKy  ' 

The    statement    that    "low-permeability    alluvial    deposrts    may    be    limitino 

SSSSS0"  f^?"  thS  bedr°Ck  aqurfer  and  the  alluvial  aq^er  and   hus 
facilitating  formation  of  groundwater  divide"  is  not  realistic.  It  is  difficult  to  imaoine 

the  concept,  and  rt  is  unsubstantiated  by  data.  Addrtional  inves°gat,on  analyses 

and  explanation  should  be  considered  if  this  condtion  is  to  be  used  as  an 

argument  l.mitmg  groundwater  migration  and  pollution. 

The  presence  of  a  north-striking  fault  located  to  the  east  of  the  orooosed  landfill 

man  ^WS  ?*"  "  '  9roundwater  barr,er,  is  inferred  by  the  K  su'e 
maps  included  in  supporting  studies.  This  should  be  further  investioated  becZll 

e^sses feature  may  serve  to  d,vert  the  d,rect,on  xss&xz*: 


90-82-190-01 


11 


ConvttfM  Environmental  Wast 


;w?XiA^lWA^WAUAWA»^A^^^^ 


mm%m%g 


DOCUMENT  0001 


39 


40 


41 


3.6  Effect  of  Landfill  Gas  on  Groundwater 

Based  on  studies  anc I  finE, fl?  *h9  , adjacent  S0lls  away  from  the  landfill  mass  " 

^^S^^^^s^ziS01*  rearby  areas' iandfi"  sas  read"y 

groundwater  Landfill  oaTha/hlnT  h  6S  ^  V3d0Se  2one  al1  the  waV  to 
below  the  surtitTtanffls^^lSfn81  *?  Water  tab'e  a£  deeP  as  250  fe* 
below  the  surface  at  landf?rnnT^^  °  a"UV'um'  and  as  deeP  as  500  feet 
bedrock  df'"S  constructed  °n  fractured  igneous  and  metamorph,c 

Escaped  landfill  gas  can  migrate  by  diffusion  and  by  flow   The  latter  is  e.,  ,wh  h 
gas  pressure  bu  Id-uo  within  the  lanrmii   =n*  k    J  ■    « '  s  caused  by 

pressure.  Escaped'  Si  ^^mS^LS^SS^  °f  ^^ 
atmosphere.  Some  mav  miarate  th™  lh  thl  nacessan|y  move  upward  to  the 
landfill  gas  contacTs  SiunSr^SS  Vf  °SS  Z°ne  t0  9rour,dwater.  Once 
the  groundwater  ftS^SSi^:^^^  °f  the  9as  maV  d'^olve  in 
oiven  to  this  process  in  oSeMoH^9        9roundwater-   Consideration  should  be 

groundwater  Tontam!  aS^  *?%££  "SSSFT"  "  *  ""^  °f 
proposed.  necessary,    mitigative   measures   should    be 

owner/operator  of  an  active  lanS  II  sh^inl.i^,50-1  requires  that  '1he 
of  the  landfill  to  ^S^X^^J^JT^  Pr°beS  3t  the  penmeter 
no  mention  of  W^rM?aZz™^*™T*"  There  appears  to  be 


;«; 
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3.7  Wastewater  Disposal 

be  generated.   Combined  with  an  estimate  of  1    snn  ?Jf        *  wastewater  may 

discharge  or  potential  water  qualrty  mpa<i  aooearLto  il n^Tf  P'anl 
environmental  consequences  'pertaining'  t?  water  quality  ?TS  5  ^ 
addressed  in  the  DEIS/DEIR.  quality.      This  should   be 
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3.8  Groundwater  Basin  Overdraft 

Area  groundwater  is  assumed  to  be  non-renewable.  This  has  led  to  an 
■ESpT^  9r°undwater  suPP'y  imPa«  as  a  percentage  of  overdraft  Wh  le  the 
s  bv  dTf  nl°Verdraft  Tay  be  Sma"'  **  increa*e  in  groundwater  bas'n  ove d  aft 
Lnd  Ltf  1  '  aws!f  rf,cant  adver=e  impact.  This  issue  should  be  re-assessed 
CLrJ?  ♦*       6rent  manner"  h  may  be  ar9ued  that  tn*  groundwatS  supply 

^^*^fiS&X£»* in  "*"*  had  ^  smaSr  Si^ 
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4.0   LANDFILL  GAS  AND  GAS  CONDENSATE 
4.1   Summary  of  Impacts,  Mitigation  and  Implementation  (Table  S-2) 

tUhnpdnn^TER  QUA,LrrY'  frwnflwgterQn^Imp^-,  there  is  no  mentJon 
n  ?rwf !?    impaCt  °  9aS  and  gas  mi9ration  °n  groundwater,  although  landfill  gas 
JLFG)  recovery  ,s  mentioned  as  a  mitigation  measure.    Impact  after  mitigation  is 
charactered  as   "Not  S.gnficant",   although  the   mitigation   measures  Sed 
elsewhere  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  may  not  make  this  so.  This  should  be  clawed 

■Significance  after  Mitigation",  under  "PUBLIC  HEALTH  AND  SAFETY  Landfill  Gas" 
"S  'Not  Significant."   However,  the  underground  fires  cited  'in  the  section 

fKS^JSET8  terdt°  be!  direCt  reSUtt  0f  LFG  co,lection  (mrtigat.cn). 
Sf«  !?  1P       be  f'reS'  t0XIC  combustion  products,  and  potential  for  explosion 

Th^Dn?/nn=Tfd  in  thiS  SeCti°n  3S  bein9  P0ssible  resutts  of  LFS  mitigation 
The  DEIS/DEIR  later  crtes  an  LFG  collection  efficiency  of  80  percent  Such 
efficiencies  are  attainable,  but  generally  not  without  some  degree  of  atmospheric 
intrusion  leading  to  the  risk  of  fire.  "uspnenc 

c^k  'Tr, QUAL,TY  fmiSSicns  Impacts",  degradation  of  South  Coast  and 
Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  air  quality  is  cited  due  to  increased  motor  vehicle 

fo  tfantn^^r^'r6  ^r26  "  LFG  em'SSi0nS  in  the  Los  Angeles  area^ue 
n  * ^E?  .  0f  ?s  e  out  of  the  area>  as  well  as  the  reduction  in  stack  gases 
generated  close  to  large  metropolitan  areas  should  be  addressed.  A  discussion 
of  whether  these  would  offset  the  effects  of  increased  vehicular  traffic,  much  of 
which  would  be  remote  and  from  heavily  populated  areas,  needs  to  be  presented 
ana°  zed  ^^  °f  LFG  Combustion  in  the  Ea9le  Mountain  area  should  be 

"l^erC^P,o°^an.d  ,r^moval  of  na2ardous  wastes  within  the  waste  stream"  are  cited 
under  "AIR  QUALITY  Health  Risk  As.P^mPnt  Mitigation  Measures."  We  certainly 
agree  wi  h  the  view  that  impacts  may  not  be  reduced  below  significance  at  an  80 

hinhTl^  I00''6?0"  efficiency-  Yet-  rt  ^  now  possible  to  attain  significantly 
higher  collection  efficiencies  than  80  percent,  and  data  is  available  to  support  this 
contention.  KK 

T°*jj  effects  2ftBd  t0  LFG  components  may  possibly  be  reduced  below 
srgnifteanar-arthis-site.  Pem^thepossibirrryshr^b^ 
due  to  anticipated  technological  improvements. 
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4.2  Project  Operations  -  Gas  Control 

sSSSSSSjiESiSsSa 

and  represents  a  better  gas  condurt  adjacent  to  Se  trenches 

SlfVhirln?  Sh°WS  the  main  header  at  the  f00t  of  the  above-grade  part  of  the 
landfill  Th.sw.ll  encourage  the  header  filling  with  condensate  esDeciallv  mi™! 
pants  m  the  header  develop.  It  would  be  preferred  to  place  SnVKE^JK 
traps  at  the  toe,  make  the  collection  lines  large  enoua so that  iSiri  rl?n 
downhji  countercurrent  to  the  gas  flow,  and  pifce  mosfof  he  mainheader  at  he 
K  °l*e  W3f  ■  Th,s  does  neeessitatB  moving  the  header  a  Ss  ,re dev oped 
^^r^^~  *"  *  "™  -o  severeTprSS 
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4.3  Environmental  Consequences 

On  page  335,  it  is  noted  that  unit  refuse  gas  generation  rates  are  exoectPri  to 

veaf  T^rT,0-02  and  °-°7  CUbiC  feet  °f  LFG  Per  P°un^  on  -p  ace  re  use  p  r 
year.  Th.s  impl.es  a  constant  rate  of  gas  generation.  The  generation  rate  ranae 
cted  ,s  qUest,onable;  the  idea  of  a  constant  rate  of  gas  mnSSion is 
unreasonable.  ,n  fact,  the  rate  of  gas  generation  almost  certain^ drop  off 
measurably  and  markedly  over  time.  The  crted  one  year  time  lag  before  in.Sat.on 
of  anaerobic  decomposition  is  questionable;  anaerobic  condition    a  e  See?  to 

LFP  w-.S       3HVery^W  W6ekS  3fter  W3Ste  Placement-   The  idea  that  Me  or  no 

of  deal  ,PFr  ?,6d  TT^  **  ,6W  years  of  ODeration  *  certain!  a  matte" 
of  degree.  LFG  w.ll,  ,n  fact,  be  produced  in  small  amounts  within  a  verv  few  dais 

anaeeroSen?iCement,^h0U9h  *  *"  °0t  ^  Contain  ™*Tne  no7rep"esen 
anaerobe  processes.  The  rate  of  production  will  increase  steadily  after  that  as 
m.crob.al  populations  bloom  and  more  waste  is  added    Whe her  Ll^Jl ,  i 

VSFalSff?  "*?  WhatKhaPPens  to  theadgaesdafterhrteTse  Kml  e 
landfill.     Certainly  one  million  cubic  feet  per  day  of  gas  cited  as  like k,  to  h! 
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Also,  it  is  stated  that  by  the  year  209?  fr 

be  produced  per  day  (MMSCFD)  This levJ S  mJ"IOn  Cubic  feet  of  Sas  wiI1 
The  estimate  may  also  be  sionfficantll  low .?  J?  ? P''ed  precision  is  not  lustif'ed 
LFG  generation  rate  approaches 1 2  i™  i  ^ "  be  ar9ued  that  the  steady-state 
the  mass  loading  rate  of  subsX ?Q  ™'S  **  sj0lchi°metric  LFG-equivalent  of 
landfilled  over  alery  iSfS?^1^"^  T  ^  ^  ™  are 
percent  substrate,  and  one  pound  of ".XatS.  w!5S  ^o  ' the  Waste  conta,ns  25 
1'mrt.ng  gas  production  rate  is  *  y'elds  12  cubic  feet  °f  9^,  then  the 

(20,000  tPdX0,5)(2000  pounds/ton)(12  cubic  feet/pound)  -  120  MMSCFD 

i^J^"^^  *«  *  ?*  P-usible,  though 

168  MMSCFD.  The  DEIS/DEIR  no*!** «» f  product,on  ra*  would  approach 
a  20-  to  30-year  penod  af/sp cu at  ve  ■  .n  te  StS  n  ^  pr°du«'°n  ^°nd 
speculative  and  subject  to  large  errors.  Production  projections  are 

Sno^ ^S~  S  SWlS-JS  24°  *  67°  «*"  - 

being  generated  per  day  by  the  year  2092  Fr  J  '  ♦  UP  t0  1 1  '500  9allons 
from  the  waste.  If  extracted  from  a  hot  raLLn  water-sa^rated  as  it  emerges 
may  emerge  at  up  to  UC  F Jsuminff^  decorW9  region  of  waste,  LFG 

P:°=essingSystem%ndW°hUnifJanrrLtmSPnHi°  6°  F  in  the  9atherin9  ^ 
the  vapor  pressure  of  liquid  wate  chances  from  £??  *S  thS  r6ference  Pressur*. 
a  difference  of  about  1E I  percent nf  tS  J  T  4£U  mm  H9  t0  13-2  mm  Hg  fo 
cubic  feet  of  water  vapo'per  mmsCF  °-hn  iV^  Th'S  r6preSents  180  °°° 
day.  If  168  MMSCFo'are^nerateSby"  fy°ear  2092  and Sn °f  C°ndenSa,e  per 
extracted,  this  could  represent  as  much  m  1  w  «Kn  m  80  percent  is  activelV 
While  it  is  emPhas,zed  that  these  ESs^SS  TZ*J*  Condensate  Per  day" 
reality  may  be  significantly  lower  su^te?^!^™*  upper  limits-  and  the 
They  are  within  the  reaKpossS  and  £2?  *  considered *  the  analysis. 
the  figures  cited  in  the  DeS/dTr l  %  may  6nd  up  bein9  hi9ner  than 

Also  on  page  336,  the  DEIS/DEIR  notes  that  m,.  .■ 
downward  or  lateral  gas  movement  so  S L„    The  Jiner  wo^  restrict  the 
extraction  system".  Problems  hcS leSin?  ?r  9  ih  Mn  be  recovered  by  the  LFG 
or  bottom  restriction  of  Q^r^^g*™™'** t0  inade°^ate  lateral 
intrusion  at  the  landfill  surface  liqu id  intrul    i£ th      7*  r6'ate  t0  atm°spher,c 
and  restrictions  imposed  ^^S^^^^f1^c^v^»^nehn 
electric  power  9en^S ^rJ^^^^l^O^-    *»  example,  » 
may  be  some  limits  on  the  amount  S2«         be  pr0Vlded' tnen  there 
acceptable  atmospheric  intrusior land  SS  SK,^  ™«  lim*s 
any  given  collectjon  system.  exiraoion  rate  that  may  be  achieved  with 
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mS  muriate  arThfl?1  ?hUbsuriace  ,andfi"  fire*  ^  occur  as  combustible 

o7ba  ,on  -     f  is  dS  fnf  J''  th:°U9h  bi0l°9iCal  ^mposrtion  or  chemical 
T«m~L    ♦  °™curt  for  fires  to  start  from  bioloqical  Drocesses  ainnp 

SSSsSsS*8  5===s2a 

On  page  322,  the  issue  of  LFG  contact  with  the  groundwater  is  disCU«Prf     a 
plastic .liner,  rf  nearly  leak-proof,  could  prevent  Jk^S^Sri^a^J: 

pressure,   but  tne   gas   composrt|0n   jp         -Suf  Wj.  reduc he  gas 

waste  anSth^^1^1^  *  i  ^^  -SSSSSSKS  £ SeX 
Set  are  to9SWater  AcCOrdin^  the  °n'V  two  effective  ways  to  prevln 
contact  are  to  install  a  gas-impermeable  liner  and/or  to  collect  the  nae  with 
injected  make-up  gas  (e.g.,  air,  carbon  dioxide,  nrtrogen)  suppS.        5 

Injection  of  make-up  gas  is  physically  difficult  to   implement    ThP  na*  nmh=hi 
cannot  be  air  because  of  the  risk  of  underground^     Furthlrmore  SS£ 
injection,  if  it  is  to  be  effective,  are  prohibitive.    Effectively  this  leaves   Tall 

SSTt^    ner  aS  the  °nly  pract,cal  and  econo™c  attem  Tve  an    sucfa' 
complete  imer  ,s  not  proposed  for  this  site.     All  of  this  assumes  that  Sr 
groundwater  contact  has  been  demonstrated  to  be  of  con    mi    In  ; 
concluSIvely  been  demonstrated  yet  in  the  analysis  h8S  n0t 

SShh377'  rt  iS  St3ted  that  flare  destr««ion  efficiencies  of  99+  percent  are 
indicated  by  a  majority  of  tests.  This  is  strongly  compound-dependent  {here  III 
some  compounds,  for  example,  highly  chlorinated  hydrocarbons  whee  luch  hfph 
destruction  efficiencies  may  not  be  achieved  under  SCAQMD Tar!  ooeratS 
requirements.  An  assessment  of  iikely  compounds  to  be  flared  shoud  beared 
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4.4   SCAQMD  Guidelines 

In  Appendix  B,  titled  "Project  Description",  on  page  25,  SCAQMD  Guidelines  arP 
crted  to  require  1,400  F  and  0.3  seconds  residence  time  The  requiements  ^ 
temperature  and/or  residence  time  may  have  been  increased    requ'rements  for 
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^^^S^S^?  ™*  **  DBS/DE.R  and  the 
procedures.    In  several  instants  ^piS  7       6pted  9u,delines  an^  analytical 

^•rvatlvesuchthi^SSwaTS^^T-0"8  Were  Perhaps  °^ 
completely  reflect  the  SSSTSr  oS  k!1  ^^ 'TP8Ct  Sl'9nificance  d°  not 

bel-eve  that  the  analysis  meeSaJstS^c?^,  °f  **  project-    0vera".  ™ 

for  those  specific  rteml  nlZ  hi*      h!°  anaS?Ca'  Professiona^m  except 

document  no  iongersatkSy^  settmg  «n  the 

Appendix  E  will  contain  roomta^as&itto^*9         hn'Ca'  repor1  such  as 
most  important  chan^Xt^^  The 

revisinq  of  the  eonelucim  »>».»*;...  •  Ine  D=|S/DEIR  are  a 

mit,gatfon  seSi^SanlXS  8 SK  ^"iT "  3nd  a  ^hten,n9"  Df  the 
a  comprehensive  SS« onng  s^0™"'1*1"  as  "  p*-  for  developing 

X^SSSSZ&S?* impact  ana,ys,s  are  s™ appa-  - 

5.1.1    ChanpPS  in  Air  Quality  Bsgylgjjgnj 

to  be  almost  two  years  in  some  cases   in  tn!t  SfL  aQ  appears 

SSK  WJ5SS  L!« F~  « 

o        The  Federal  Clean  Act  Amendments  of  1990, 
0         The  South  Coast  Air  Basin  AQMP  of  1991, 
90-82-190-01  18 
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?nr=aIiS!nunW.S°UrCe  Review  (NSR)  rLjle  ad°Pted  by  the  South 
2^  *0M°  tha^rastICally  rev,ses  the  thresholds  of  significance 
concept  used  in  the  analysis, 

2SJ2S?1  *  »nce5  that  any  additional  emissions  in  a  no£ 
attainment  area  are  a  potentially  significant  impact  and  which  clearly 

S2SS  ?t°n"Site  Stati°nary  SOurce  imPac*  from  the  flares  and 
and  off  rn^TlnH  "$"*  ^"currently  with  the  mobile-source  (on 
ana  off-road  and  rail)  emissions. 

Revisions  to  the  SCAOMD  BACT  Manual,  which  creates  new 
requirements  on  emissions  controls  from  rock  plants  and  other 
stationary  sources  of  emissions. 

New  AQMD  rules,  such  as  Rule  431.1,  regarding  potential 
requirements  for  pre-treatment  of  landfill  gas  (LFG). 
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5.1.2    On  Site  Monitoring  Pat? 

The  lack  of  on  site  air  quality  and  meteorology  monitoring  data  makes  it 
very  difficult  to  accurately  assess  both  nuisance  (dust/odor)  as  we?  as 
airborne  health  hazards.  That  problem  is  acknowledged  in  severalTmpatf 
analysis  areas  which  state  that  screening  procedures  suggest  a  possiWe 
signrfioant  impact  that  may  prove  to  be  insignificant  if  and  when  aSua  on 
til  J  h  HVKlable-  The  data  CO,lect,on  process  should  h^e  begun  long 
remain  iSoST"  *  ™*~  *  "*»  <*  P°SS'ble  ^*«  ~" 


5.1.3.    Waste  Transportation 

The  dichotomy  between  the  AOMD's  recommendation  to  haul  bio- 
degradable waste  out  of  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  as  an  air  quality 
improvement  measure,  versus  the  finding  of  this  study  that  transportation 
of  such  waste  creates  a  significant  adverse  air  quality  impact  is  not 
satisfactorily  explained.  Assumptions  on  the  transportation  efficiency  of  rail 
hauling,  the  location  of  refuse-related  emissions,  and  the  relocation  of 
uncaptured  LFG  emissions  to  outside  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  all  tend  to 
document  9  °f  Si9nfficance  more  *"■"  is  P^aps  indicated  in  the 
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5.2  Wind  Monitoring 

direction  from  on-srte  emSs  d'Cate  the  most  Drobable  ^anspori 
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5.3  Air  Quality 

^a?  IrX-f^r^  "  lnC,Ude  ™e^  *™  «■  and 

*3?£ffiSff  SSg^S^^  *  *■*  based  on  stations 
air  quality  patterns  aV foun    ™B  i^«eS.f)attremBndousdiversity'n 
Victorville,  or  Lancaster  does  nofrefteVJhPH^V  US6  °f  data  from  Ban™g, 
quality  farther  and  ferine  from  Los  An^lf*  !TC  irnDrovement  in  baseline  a, 
MRC's  consultants  summS  onaTJr  %  *el'm,nary  **  recently  provided  by 
that  the  project  site  is ^SS^Z^^J^!^^  mon*°r^  eonflrm  J 
Hourly  ozone  levels  were  al°beowth^  ^    y  ^e  Los  An9eles  "urban  plume", 
concentrations  of  nitrogen  i?dM  and ^carbon  mn"'^  *  ^  Standa'd'  ^ 
vehicular  source  emissions  were  neaSt    ST"?8  aS  ind'Cat0rs  of  nearbv 
particulate  matter  (PM-10)  assoeiateriSh     •  1.®  *'  standards  for  respirable 
several  measurements  a  wS?h!  m  ■  Windblown  dust  were  exceeded  in 

PM-10.  Cfearly  She  ^0^,^,^^  n9em  State  Standards  for  02°ne  and 
long  distance  ^ToZtTl^f^  ^  h  affeCted  moderate|y  by 
f-m  any  negligible  local ^emSonTso^rces        ^  """"  Dhenomena.  but  little 

SK.7JRS  SSSSKS  ^ant  impact' we 

contrasting  the  "with-oroiect  S  .       nd  TaDle  31  of  the  DEIS/DEIR 

operations  impacts  from  this  ami**  «J  «    T  2    .  Showing  that  landfill 

numb.rofmu*SJ2^TO^^2fl"r  than  fr°™  operating  a 
of  scale  achieved  by  consolidation  of  .2£E  ♦!  BaS'n  '9nores  the  economy 
that  this  project  SS32?S^^ 

currently  go  directly  to  landfills  instead  of  to  a  transfef  sXin ?  5°"  °kS  that 
often  underpowered  under  full  ioad  climbing  canyon  roads  a?  5  ?*££?**  "* 
the  landfi  ,  and  therefore  havp  m,,rh  h;r,h„  ^an'on  roaas  at  5-10  mph  to  get  to 
powered  transfer  S  ^  em'SS'°nS  per  mile  °f  tra^  than  full- 
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Most  critically,  many  emissions  are  displaced  from  an  area  of  very  unhealthful  air 
quality  to  an  area  that  has  adequate  atmospheric  dispersive  capacity  to 
accommodate  the  additional  burden.  Emissions  released  within  the  South  Coast 
Air  Basin  will  undergo  photochemical  reactions  and  create  smog  (ozone)  that  will 
affect  a  substantial  number  of  people.  By  physically  moving  emissions  eastward, 
the  baseline  ozone  level  will  be  very  much  lower  and  the  affected  population  much 
smaller  by  the  time  those  emissions  have  had  time  to  react.  Project  benefits  thus 
include  the  following  considerations: 

0  The  economy  of  scale  will  reduce  landfilling  emissions  per  ton  of  refuse 
placed  from  on-site  equipment,  soil  disturbance  and  use  of  larger  vehicles 
replacing  many  small  vehicles  driving  to  the  landfill. 

0  VOC  emissions  and  landfill  gas  combustion  by-products  will  be  released  at 
Eagle  Mountain  into  a  low  pollution  baseline  environment  that  can 
accommodate  those  emissions  without  exacerbating  an  existing  air  quality 
problem. 

o  The  bulk  of  the  hauling  emissions  will  be  released  into  the  South  Coast  Air 
Basin  outflow  through  Banning  Pass  instead  of  upwind  of  major  population 
centroids. 

Even  though  the  hauling  emissions  are  substantial  and  they  do  exceed  all 
emissions-based  significance  criteria  by  a  wide  margin,  their  ambient  air  quality 
impact  is  not  necessarily  significant  when  considering  their  location  and  their  other 
off-setting  considerations  noted  above.  Every  effort  should  certainly  be  made  to 
reduce  the  hauling  emissions  where  possible.  We  would  not,  however,  based  on 
the  evidence  presented,  conclude  that  air  quality  impacts  from  waste  hauling  are 
necessarily  significant  because  the  ultimate  impact  criterion  is  the  air  that  is 
breathed,  and  not  some  arbitrary  emissions  criterion. 

We  would  agree  that  particulate  impacts  will  create  a  possible  violation  of  PM-10 
standards  and  will  contribute  to  a  possible  local  degradation  of  visibility  near  the 
project  site  and  perhaps  at  the  National  Monument.  Those  impacts  can  be 
reduced,  but  probably  not  to  a  level  of  insignificance.  We  do  not,  however, 
necessarily  concur  that  the  impact  from  non-fugitive  dust  sources  is  a'  significant 
impediment 'to  attaining  and  maintaining  ambient  air  quatrty  standards. 

5.4  Standard  Violations 

The  statement  on  page  35  of  Appendix  E  and  near  the  bottom  of  page  168  in 
Section  lli.D  that  the  State  PM-10  standard  is  exceeded  50  days  per  year,  and  the 
Federal  standard  less  than  10  days  per  year,  may  not  reflect  that  PM-10  is  not 
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SSS:  r^sho6  ^^  'n  Tab'e  13  °f  *""*  E  ^« 
over  days  on  which  PM-10  was  r^SST  r6PreSentS  dayS  VIOlat,n9  *«*** 


Y 


1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 


REPORTFn  V|QLATinM? 

Days  Exceed 
State  Std 

6/16 
57/69 
54/73 
56/73 
56/83 


Days  Exceed 

Federal  Std 

0/16 
6/69 
2/73 
3/73 
2/83 


™X^^Z2nVS££l?  montor'n9' me  — 


1 


•:•:- 


State  Std. 

Vgar, 

Exceeded 

1984 

137 

1985 

302 

1986 

270 

1987 

280 

1988 

246 

Average 


247 


Federal  Std. 
■Exceeded 

0 
32 

10 
15 


13 


76 


77 


standards  „dla„dn  ,dan  ,da,  suggasld"  ^£  ££££  ° 
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5.5  Assumptions 

hLpnhJf n96'  f! teChniCa' inpLJtS  int0  the  pr°Ject  Missions  modeling  assessment 
■m-rST  a?      <U?Ured  3nd  are  a  reasonab|y  9°°d  reflect,on  of  probabepro.ee 
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5.5.1    Truck  Hauling 

The  one-way  average  truck  travel  distance  for  the  assumed  4  000  tpd 
fraction  arriving  by  truck  in  1995  is  75  miles.  A  distance  of  75  miles  barelv 
reaches  Palm  Springs  from  Eagle  Mountain.  Some  trucked  refuTe  likely  w, 
ongmate  closer  to  Rivers.de  or  San  Bernardino  with  longer  travel  distances. 

Truck  emission  factors  for  hauling  refuse  from  a  transfer  station  to  a  rail 
siding  are  identical  to  those  assumed  for  long  distance  on-road  hauling' 
Some  transfer  station  travel  would  likely  be  on  surface  streets  with  different 
emission  characteristics  than  freeway-dominated  long  haul  travel 
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5.5.2    Flare  Destruction  Efficiency 

Flare  destruction  efficiencies  for  toxic  air  contaminants  are  somewhat 
species  dependent  such  that  the  assumed  99%  uniform  destruction  rate 
may  not  be  fully  accurate. 


5.5.3   Dust  Control  Ffficipnr-y 

The  dust  control  efficiency  for  liner  material  excavation  is  likely  overstated 
The  material  in  the  settling  ponds  to  be  used  for  a  liner  has  a  low 
permeability.  Adding  water  with  sprinklers  will  make  mud  on  the  surface 
without  getting  much  moisture  down  to  the  material  just  a  few  inches  below 
the  surface.  The  mud  will  get  tracked  all  over  the  area  and  eventually  loft 
into  the  air  after  ft  dries  and  is  pulverized  by  passing  vehicles.  An  emission 
rate  of  only  3.4  pounds  per  hour  is  therefore  probably  understated. 
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5.5.4   Windblown  Fugitive  Dust 

The  estimate  of  0.2  pounds  per  day  of  windblown  fugitive  dust  from  the 
ent.re  project  is  probably  understated  when  hundreds  of  acres  will  be  in  a 
sem.-d.sturbed  state.  On-site  wind  monitoring  has  shown  an  extremely  hioh 
average  wind  speed  in  late  spring  and  early  summer.    July  1990   for 
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KE^1M  *  25  ^  «  ^ter.  We 

disturbed  surfaces  become,  ^niF+:0n  Stud'es  that  dust  lofti"9  from 
South  Coast  AQMD  Sfv^n  MnLWhe°  Winds  exceed  25  mP*  The 
v^windTraed^Sfa/S,™  3t  COnstruction  w°*  be  stopped 
excavation  govern* b  ^Rui  ^  S^V™  projects  **  entail  « 
are  included  in  active distu rtJS'JE ?  ^  mo?  ^^  dust  emiss'°ns 
many  previously  SKiSSw^S'SS!'  there  Wi"  never^less  be 
dust  sources  durina htahwJI  «  ♦  P  J6Ct  Srte  that  wi"  continLje  to  be 
A  dust  e^TmeTsoun^rS, Unt"  th6KSurface  becomes  *™™*- 
unrealistically  low  enn9  the  entire  DroJect  ar^  seerns 
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5.5.5   vnc  FrcfT° 

5.6   PSD  Applicability 

to  emit"  which  is  the  maximum desinn  «SlfPft?,,lly  'S  baS6d  °n  ,he  "potent,al 

requirements  restricting  the  tyoe  or  17,  i?  federally  sofglSeabje 
mitigation  to  reduce  future  file  emiss  ons  to  sub  P^n  ^^  °Peration-  Proposed 
these  required  and/or  federaHvTnfn  r«K°  SD  tn"er  levels  mav  not  meet 

flares  wi?  be  ^  ^^T^™^^^^  ** 
emissions  evel  will  not  be  rearhori *„,  ~  the  PSD  triggering 

.he  future  «are  systen°'w1  J  £5  SSSat^ffiff"  SUg9KeS,ed  *°' 
mitigated  emission  levels  in  Table  5  ^ii  f~  7,  k?  the  future  Sucn  that  the 
review  wi.l  never  Se ^?ulridta?S tlT    * ** "P°tent'al l° 6mrt" and  PSD 
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5.7   Emissions  Off-Sets 

-ssrrsras  as?  -r  ? 
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5.8  Rail  versus  Truck  Hauling 

The  statement  on  page  105  of  Appendix  E  that  Truck  emissions  from  waste 
transport  will  be  mitigated  primarily  by  transporting  most  of  the  incoming  waste  by 
rail  is  not  necessarily  true  for  all  pollutants.  If  Eagle  Mountain  were  serviced  by 
rucks  only  wrth  a  one-way  travel  distance  of  175  miles  (a  350  mile  round  trip)  the 
following  emissions  (pounds/day)  would  result  from  rail  displacement- 


NOx 


CO 


PM10 


VOC 


so, 


Rail'1' 
(16,000  tpd) 

10881 

4399 

306 

162 

212 

Haul  to  Railhead'2' 

373 

176 

54 

53 

76 

Total  Rail  Option 

11254 

4575 

370 

220 

288 

Trucks  Only 

16,000  tpd/20  ton/trip 

*350  mi/tnp(3) 

9563 

4566 

1405 

1508 

'1982 

Difference: 


-1591 


+  1035  +1288      +1694 


'Appendix  E  -  Table  21 
''Appendix  E  -  Table  20 
"Appendix  E  -  Table  22  (scaled  to  280,000  haul  miles  from  30,000). 


1 


These  numbers  suggest  that  rail  haul  is  actually  less  pollution  efficient  than  trucks 
for  some  pollution  species  if  all  the  rail  haul  input  parameters  are  reasonably 


accurate. 


5.9   Mitigation 

91  The  mitigation  discussion  reflects  a  great  deal  of  analysis.     In  preparing  the 

mitigation  measures  recommended  for  inclusion  in  the  project,  however  there  are 
a  large  number  of  "non-measures'  that  simply  state  MRC  will  obey  the  law  in 
buying  fuel  or  using  equipment  required  by  law.  There  was  never  a  presumption 
that  MRC  would  violate  the  law  in  the  project  description  such  that  compliance  with 
the  law  is  hardly  mitigation  of  an  anticipated  impact.     They  represent  no 
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SZSnZ >  °n  the  Part  °f  the  applicant'  a"d  th^fore  should  not  be 

S  It  SSrS^f-  A  nUmb6r  °f  °ther  measures  are  recommended  such 
p?eS  anv  exS'^H  f '?nS;  ■«*■  Wh0Se  unknown  resute  «""«  be  used  to 
tSSSSSn  to  mak ?JE? th    ,TCtK-rBdUCti0n-    These  rec°m™nded  studies 
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5.10  Project  Alternatives 

With  respect  to  project  alternatives,  how  would  this  project  be  affected  if  the 
AT&SF  s.te  were  similarly  developed?  Would  a  reduced  level  of  refuse  Sacem^ 
=r,ye  reduce  the  ab,„ty  of  MRC  to  finance  a„  necessary0  J^KSE 


5.11   Waste  Stream 


£ 


•.■■."■. 
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To  what  extent  have  anticipated  changes  in  the  waste  stream  due  to  recyclina 
composting  and  other  waste  reduction  efforts  been  incorporated  in  terms  of  pro  eS 
planning?  Would,  for  example,  the  removal  of  substantial  amounts  o  green  wate 
and  paper  as  the  primary  refuse  components  alter  gas  generation  ra?es? 

5.12  Odor 


97         !ieJa"  °  n°te  any  substantial  discussion  of  odor.   Both  freshly  dumped  refuse 

I  s  n?nn  T  !T3?  "^f  ^  ^  C°,leCt'0n  t0  ^ansfer  station  to  hauling 
to  sitting  on  a  ra.ls.cl.ng  in  desert  heat,  as  well  as  uncaptured  LFG  have  strono 
odor  characterist.es  which  could  affect  the  RTCF  or  other  Eagle  MounS 
commune  res.dents.  Odor  and  its  relationship  to  meteorology  would  appeal 
be  an  appropriate  item  for  analysis  in  the  air  quality  section 
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6.0   NOISE 


6.1   General 


98 


99 


significance  must  be  considered  wZLconSin  whfcnl  ,222  '£'  "^2 
^"^T  Ki,eria require ** P"*««iSnS lev A increase by  JSbK? 
MMM  baseline  noise  ley,  already  de  .uba^'c^dgn^S 

On  an  individual  project  basis,  however,  if  the  baseline  is  alreadv  denrartod 
impacts  will  be  masked  and  will  only  cumulative  v  conMbut.  «^'  ?  2! 

LShtntro'nm  'n  °.     fa  I  few°p  oSTat  S£  W  "*»  "*'"  " 
«ra«o  volumes  and  therefore  i&VSKSS  S      i^Sn^t 

fpirr^v.trur.  ass;  £Hs 

ISS  LmpaCtS  based  °n  the  CNE1-  metric  are  also  not  wholly  appropriate  for  this 
enough  to  cause  the  65  dB  CNEL  standard  to  be  exceeded  bSt « t£?n™ 
inmates  or  residents  even  If  the  65  dB  CNEL  noise  standard  Triot  threatened  9 

maxima  from  isolated  events  would  be  "1^^?^-,™" 
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6.2  Transfer  Stations 

nZtSlein^:  ^  *  >*"  °f  thiS  ™s«  ti^^  there  is  no 
material  "Z^ttSsS^ZT^  ^  ™y  °f  may  not  become 
section.  ^«~tt2£^ 
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1 


1 


103 


6.3  Rail  Transport 

0,  con„nuous  welded  ribbon  rail,  etc.  should  be  indu/ed  h  Append"  H 

track  (LMAX)  may  be  95  dB.   There  may  therefore  be  short-term  BoTdBnoS 

^Z'hSSTZT  ftanCe  fr°m  the  track  in  an  enSment  show 
Mppenoix  h  to  have  base  ine  eve  s  of  nprhanc  qo  hq    t-^ , 

a  noise  event  approximate! 'S^p^^^inSiS'^^T?  °f 
thus  30  times  or  louder  than  the  rura.  LelLmt^™^™^™ 

„"  rt  ^i5  dB  CNEL  level  »  not  exceeded.    We  would  be  more  inclined  to 

Ju    asWa  rooa4Cinnnnf "  " ^  *"**  6X,Sted  0n  when  Such  * ™  mafoccur 
Just  as  airports  .n  noise-sensitive  areas  prohibit  flights  from  perhaps  10  om  to  6 

Dm:;nennwrt°*  s,milar|y  suggest  adding  such  a  use  permit  condfton  to  this  Sofed 
to  support  the  no  significant  impact  finding.  P    J 

Table  43  shows  a  project  train  activity  impact  of  0.7  dB  CNEL  which  creates  an 

wXPPannro°^°Vhe  I5  dB  CNEL  COnt0ur  alon9  SP  tracka3*  by  abo^  40  feet   wh'e 
we  agree  that  such  an  increase  is  individually  not  significant  given  that  40  oasTbv 

S2J  a;eHdyiH0CKUr'  *  repreSentS  a  ,urtnar  cumulat,ve'd^graSn  Sf  noise" 
quality,   it  should  be  identified  as  a  cumulatively  significant  impact 
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6.4  Vehicle  Traffic 

l^JT  e^ence  that  a  travel  speed  assumption  of  35  mph  used  for  the 
length  of  Eagle  Mountain  and  Kaiser  Roads  is  too  low.  Similarly  ^e  mean  travel 
speed  on  1-10  is  also  higher  than  the  50  mph  indicated  in  Append  H 
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As  with  the  train  noise  impacts,  we  do  not  fully  agree  that  a  65  dB  CNEL 
significance  criterion  is  the  most  appropriate  determinant  for  truck  noise  in  an 
° ™Sf/ery  qKU'eK  environment-  EmPty  trucks  on  a  country  road  bouncing  along 
at  night  at  much  above  the  assumed  35  mph  travel  speed  will  be  heard  well  into 
the  surrounding  sleeping  rural  community.    Unless  truck  access/egress  were 

EmrS  S  °,f  ieSSlr  n0ise  sensitivitv-  we  do  not  concur  that  a  noise  increase 
J™  '  1,2dB  alon9  Ea3'e  Mountain  Road  is  insignificant  just  because  the  65  dB 
CNEL  level  is  not  exceeded.  As  with  the  train  noise  impact,  we  would  also  be 
inclined  to  abel  the  expansion  of  the  65  dB  CNEL  contour  by  19  feet  due  to 
project  trucks  on  1-10  as  cumulatively  significant. 
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6.5  Landfill  Operations 

Several  assumptions  regarding  project  impact  are  open  to  question.  The  impact 
significance  criteria  are  stated  in  terms  of  CNEL,  while  the  actual  analysis  is  in 
terms  of  LMAX.  The  noise  data  provided  by  Caterpillar  appear  to  be  averages  and 
are  not  the  noise  range  maxima  like  those  used  from  Figure  98  for  equipment  not 
supplied  by  Caterpillar.  The  noise  for  a  backhoe  at  94  dB  in  Figure  98  would 
appear  to  be  more  than  twice  as  loud  as  Caterpillar's  reported  level  for  a  Model 
12G  Grader.  Our  own  measurements  of  graders  have  shown  LMAX  levels 
considerably  above  the  reported  83  dB  at  50  feet,  and  backhoes  are  not  twice  as 
loud  as  B-8s  or  12Gs  or  988  Loaders,  as  suggested  by  the  data  in  Table  49  We 
would  recommend  use  of  mid-range  values  from  the  EPA  Table  in  Figure  98  in 
conjunction  with  the  Caterpillar  data.  With  respect  to  Figure  98  there  are  19 
sound  level  ranges  shown  for  16  types  of  equipment.  Some  editorial  correction 
of  this  table  may  be  appropriate. 

We  also  believe  that  combining  the  noise  levels  from  44  pieces  of  landfill 
equipment,  38  pieces  of  container  handling  equipment,  and  1  pug  mill  into  a  single 
pseudo-source  seriously  overestimates  the  apparent  impact  distance.  Much  of  the 
operational  noise  will  be  deflected  upward  by  pit  walls,  and  the  extensive  distance 
separation  between  sources  does  not  allow  for  a  simple  combination  as  used  in 
this  analysis.  83  pieces  of  equipment  will  never  operate  within  a  50-foot  radius  as 
used  in  determining  a  75  dB  LMAX  distance.  The  fact  that  the  input  assumptions 
are  overly  conservative  is  already  noted  in  the  DEIS/DEIR,  but  perhaps  should  be 
stressed  even  more  strongly. 

The  DEIS/DEIR  indicates  that  "specific  restrictions  on  operations"  will  be  imposed 
to  avoid  noise  impacts  from  tailing  pile  operations.  What  hours  of  restrictions  are 
proposed,  and  does  the  restriction  include  Sundays  and  holidays  when  people 
might  sleep  late  or  want  to  enjoy  outdoor  recreation  without  industrial  background 
noise?  The  DEIS/DEIR  perhaps  should  distinguish  between  landfill  operational 
impacts  on  Sundays  and  holidays  versus  weekdays,  in  addition  to  prohibitions  on 
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6.6  Construction  Noise 

We  would  recommend  prescribed  limits  on  construction  hours  esneriallv  in  tPrmc 
of  start-up  times  w*h  respect  to  inmate  sleep  disSanS ?at  the  Stcf! 
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7.0   SURFACE  DRAINAGE/FLOODING 

The  information  contained  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  appears  to  be  general  in  nature, 
without  any  mathematical  calculations  for  either  hydrology  or  hydraulics  for  existing 
or  proposed  conditions.  Following  are  a  few  comments  regardinq  these 
conditions: 
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All  mitigation  measures  are  general  in  nature,  stating  in  essence  they  will  do 
what  they  have  to  do  at  the  time  to  meet  local,  state,  and  federal 
regulations.  This  undoubtably  is  a  true  statement,  but  no  facilities  have 
been  shown  on  the  drainage  plan  to  indicate  how  this  is  going  to  be 
accomplished,  and  no  concepts  for  internal  site  drainage  control  have  been 
presented.  If  project  impacts  are  to  be  mitigated  through  later  study  and 
design,  the  DEIS/DEIR  should  outline  the  steps  to  be  taken,  so  that  readers 
may  be  assured  that  proper  methods  will  be  used. 

Flows  on  Figure  27,  Drainage  Plan,  do  not  agree  with  the  support 
calculations  submitted,  and  no  proposed  calculations  were  provided.  There 
are  also  some  intermediate  rates  of  run-off  shown  along  the  perimeter  drain 
with  no  backup  information  as  to  how  they  were  obtained.  The  methods 
used  to  develop  these  estimated  flows  need  to  be  presented. 

No  on  site  calculations  for  interim  or  ultimate  conditions  were  submitted. 
More  detailed  data  will  be  required  for  indicating  relative  size,  shape,  and 
type  of  proposed  facilities,  along  with  proposed  flows,  velocities,'  and 
freeboard,  etc.  Also,  no  interim  drainage  plan  was  provided.  No  discussion 
of  erosion  potential,  either  on  site  or  at  the  proposed  drainage  outfalls  was 
presented. 

The  backup  information  made  available  for  the  review  was  for  the  existing 
condition  only;  it  does  not  entirely  agree  with  the  text  of  the  DEIS/DEIR. 
One  example  is  that  the  text  says  that  the  major  flow  was  diverted  into  the 
east  pit,  and  the  drainage  study  shows  all  the  flows  routed  through  the  town 
of  Eagle  Mountain. 

More  discussion  of  the  requirements  to  mitigate  run-off  flowing  down  the 
steep  slopes  into  the  existing  pits  needs  to  be  submitted  to  indicate  how  the 
interim  design  will  keep  the  storm  run-off  from  flowing  onto  the  tOD  of  the 
fill. 
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8.0   PUBLIC  AND  WORKER  SAFETY 
8.1   Affected  Environment 

B.1.1    Hazardous  Wastes  in  th*  smiH  Waste  Stream 

IStf  cEt'S/DEI?.diSCuSses  ha2ard°"s  wastes  which  may  be  in  the  solid 
waste  stream.  The  section  should  dlScuss  the  substations  (collection  areas) 

%XV£  TTS  W'"  be  screened- the  methods  *>  be  use   for  S^S 
and  methods  for  storing  and  removing  any  hazardous  substances  9 
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8-1-2    Landfill  Gas  and  Gas  Conripngat? 

Z*  nDE,S/-£EIR  Stat6S  that  methane'  Garbon  dioxi^,  and  nrtrogen  are 
nontoxic.  Th,s  is  a  Simplification,  that  should  be  rewritten  to  stateS  the 
major  constituents  of  the  LFG  will  be  methane,  carbon  dSe  an5 
nrtrogen  These  compounds  are  toxic  at  very  h,gh  levels  and  anfdusffied 
as  s.mPle  asphyxiants.   Methane  is  also  an  explosive  hazard 
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8.1.3    Worker  Safety 

Lhnn«HS/DEi-RKdeSCribeS  S6Veral  possiDle  hazards  that  employees  may  be 
exposed  to.  The  assessment  does  not  include  the  20%  of  the  LFG  whirh 

E LpIh6  C0"!!?ed  by  the  LFG  system-  Air  ™nrtorin9  analysis  will  neeS 
2£K?  6nSUre  emPlovees  are  "«  overexposed  and  that  proper 

protective   equipment   is   utilized.      The   DEIS/DEIR   should   state  the 
qualifications  of  the  personnel  responsible  for  ensuring  worker  safe*  and 

The  tailings  are  discussed  as  daily  refuse  cover.  The  DEIS/DEIR  needs  to 

STTiT  S  SeCt'0n  the  P°SSible  Chemical  containments  of  the  tailings 
due  to  the  mining  activities.  * 

The  DEIS/DEIR  states  that  the  employers  need  only  to  provide  a  work  srte 
which  is  free  from  recognized  hazards  that  are  likely  to  cause  death  and 
senous  injury.  The  preamble  to  FED  OSHA  states  that  an  employer  sh  H 
provide  a  hearthy  and  safe  environment  for  all  employees  This  has  been 
cod,  ed  by  California  regulations.  CAL  OSHA  has  the"  regulate^  £ 
for  all  workers  wrth  the  exception  of  federal  employees  Also  CAL  OSHA 
has  its  own  Mining  and  Tunneling  Division.  The  DEIS/DEIR  should  be 
written  to  reflect  the  regulatory  authority  in  the  state  of  California 
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The  DEIS/DEIR  states  First  Aid  training  is  personnel  protection.  This 
should  be  amended,  to  reflect  First  Aid  training  as  a  component  of 
emergency  medical  response.  First  Aid  does  not  mitigate  the  occurrence 
of  an  overexposure  or  accident  but  reduces  the  possible  severity  of  a  life 
threatening  incidence. 

The  DEIS/DEIR  needs  to  discuss  the  proper  regulatory  authority  present  in 
the  state  of  California  and  the  personnel  responsible  for  monitoring  landfill 
activities  for  health  and  safety  issues.  The  document  also  needs  to  include 
published  information  from  active  landfills  to  support  conclusions  drawn  in 
the  document. 
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8.1.4    Public  Safety 

In  this  section,  transportation  issues  are  discussed.  These  could  have  been 
included  in  the  Traffic  and  Transportation  section.  A  discussion  of  gas 
monitoring  at  the  perimeter  of  the  landfill  and  in  the  community,  an 
emergency  plan,  and  emergency  personnel  would  be  relevant  in  this 
section. 
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8.2  Environmental  Consequences 

8.2.1    Landfill  Gas  and  Gas  Condensate 

The  DEIS/DEIR  should  discuss  the  type  of  monitoring  wells  to  be  placed  in 
the  community.  Information  on  the  'type  of  sensors,  monitoring  procedures, 
and  availability  of  data  collection  needs  to  be  added  to  this  section. 

8-2.2   Fires 
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The  DEIS/DEIR  states  that  the  adjacent  community  has  planned  for  the 
construction  of  a  new  fire  station.  Several  questions  need  to  be  answered: 

0         Was  the  intention  of  this  new  station  to  provide  services  to  the 
landfill. 

0         Will   fire   personnel   receive   additional   training   in   the   hazards 
associated  with  landfills. 

0         Will  the  landfill  have  personnel  training  in  these  areas  also. 
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Will  the  landfill  have  a  n*-,™**  . 

department.  HaZmat  team  or  re|y  °n  the  local  ffre 
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8.2.3    WnrkwQpfaty 

I^ae^Somia^CAL  3sHA  K,  KlH  ^^^  °r  ™B"'«tory 
issues.  A  discussion  sh^ri  ^  Q6d  Wlth  Worker  health  and  safety 

following  requirements ■  *  ^^  °f  h°W  the  ,andfi"  wi»  meet  the 


0 
0 

0 
0 


Medical  surveillance  program 
Monitoring  the  environment  for  hazards 
Responsible  personnel  for  health  and  safety  issues 
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routine  Pnncip^S"  ™°^*  ^^  *  T  » 
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14.  Suitability  of  Tailings  Pond  Sediment  as  Landfill  Liner,  Eagle  Mountain  Iron 
Mine,  Riverside  County,  California,  SCS  Engineers,  May  1988. 

15.  Ground  Water  Conditions  in  the  Eagle  Mountain  Area,  Mann,  J.F.,  Jr.,  March 
1986. 

16.  Report  of  Investigation.  Examination  of  Coarse  Tailings  Material  at  the  Eagle 
Mountain  Mine,  Riverside  County,  California,  Condor  Minerals  Management, 
Inc.,  December  1989. 

17.  Report  of  Two-Stage  Field  Permeability  Tests,  Soil  Testing  Engineers,  Inc., 
June  1991. 
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CALIFORNIA  REGIONAL  WATFR  miAn™  ~ 

COLORADO  R.VER   BAS.^t  R^ 7  ^^ 

73-27!   HIGHWAY  111,  SUITe  21  "Ct3,UN  7 

PALM  DESERT.  CALIFORNIA  92260 
Phone:  (619)346-7491 


PETE  WILSON,  Gonm 


SEP  1  3  1991 


Bureau  of  Land  Management: 

63  ?oSPrin5S  "  S°UCh  Coasc  R"A- 
6J-500  Garnet  Avenue 

P-0.  Box  2000 

N-  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

*•:   Mr.  Russell  L.  Kaldenberg,  Area  Manager 


RE: 


Prop0sed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Proiect 
Statement  and  Report  (EIS/EIR) 


Draft  Environmental  Impact 


1 


We  received  and  reviewed  the  draft  Fts/tttd 

proposed  Eagle  Mountain  LandfUl      S^!^*^  *  ^  C— ^-ts  for  the 

design,   construction  and  monitoring  HI     \\'  V6ry  con«rned  with  the  sitinT 

WfS'Yu.  tC0heth^d    -  SSi'    -er^^^-^  J?£ 
ground  water  acSf^r3  "£'  °f-  ^  'k^**  ^2  £  ^mSS^Z    "  ,?" 

the  State  Water  R^soLes  ^troT^  T^"  10'  1991  «5*  «  "ceivad  fr^ 
-sues  which  should  be  resolved  prior  £  Z???"  Sp6Cific  «- «  »«rd £ 
of  non-hazardous  solid  Jt,  Z  ,'PPrOVU!  Che  subJe«  -It.  for  dispoi  2 
determining  the  adequacy  of  the  eS/EIR  „ "^  "U"  be  also  »«olvd  prior  t° 
view.  The  following  ar.  our  "*££  docu*e "»  from  a  water  quality  po\nc  of 
documents:  OUX    sPe"f"    comments    regarding    the    draft    EIS/EIR 

A   letter  dated  September  11     iq«o    / 

was  mailed  to  the  County  o  Riv/iii  VU^T^  ^  this  °ffi« 
our  comments  regarding  the  p7.p««io ""f^  DePart^  containing 
should  be   included,    fo'r  the   V^^LTl   oTth     ^    ^ 

™e   -1   of  che  appendixes 

=ove\3\VscursiPonSof  ^  JSSiS^  ^   ^   *"*   '«   ^ 

stated  objective   should  be   IS^** EIS^.^1^    ««   <** 

WfiU   J?  it^feaJr^in^r;-  ^    "    0-    *"*«»    f 
other  volatile  organic  gases  are  produced  f°  "^  S*S  ■«-»tlS 

A  discussion  of  the  quantity     sour"         /        T  "  IZI   landfills. 

^  ~d  «*■«•«..  S^^t^^uTL0{i^ts  of  such 


i. 


2. 


3. 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Adequate  discussion  of  the  composite  liner  characteristics,  design 
and  installation  procedures  should  be  included  in  the  EIS/EIR. 

Page  59;  Ground  water  Monitoring  Wells:  The  water  quality  monitoring 
and  response  program  should  be  in  accordance  with  the  recently- 
revised  Article  5,  Chapter  15,  Division  3,  Title  23  of  the 
California  Code  of  Regulations. 

Page  60;  Leachate  Collection:  Although  the  referenced  preliminary 
studies  using  the  HELP  model  indicate  that  only  little  or  no 
leachate  will  be  generated,  based  on  our  knowledge  of  landfills  in 
this  arid  region,  it  appears  that  the  primary  mechanism  of  landfill 
leachate  transportation  is  through  the  vapor  phase  in  contrast  to 
the  liquid  phase.  Adequate  discussion  to  address  this  issue  should 
be  included  in  the  EIS/EIR. 
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7.  Page  119;  fourth  paragraph:  data  submitted  to  date  from  the 
proponents  of  the  project  indicate  that  the  water  source  for  the 
ponding  water  in  the  East  Pit  is  probably  ground  water.  Therefore, 
the  statement  that  the  source  of  pond  water  is  the  tailing 
stockpiles  appears  to  be  inaccurate. 

8.  Page  142;  Hazardous  Wastes  in  Solid  Waste  Stream:  a  discussion  of 
the  proposed  hazardous  waste  load  checking  program  should  be 
included. 

9.  Page  150;  Traffic  and  Transportation:  a  contingency  plan  in  case  of 
spills  as  a  result  of  accidents  or  train  derailment,  near  drainage 
structures  or  surface  water  courses  in  the  vicinity  of  the  facility, 
should  be  included. 

10.  Page  192;  surface  Drainage/Flooding:  a  discussion  regarding  the 
applicability  of  the  regulation  of  the  storm  water  discharges 
associated  with  the  subject  project  should  be  included.  It  appears 
that  a  permit  in  accordance  with  Section  402 (p)  of  the  Federal  clean 
Water  Act  should  be  obtained. 

11.  Page  249;  Faults:  figure  64  is  very  generalized  and  not  clear.  A 
better  quality  figure  should  be  provided. 

12.  Page  250;  an  evaluation  of  faults  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed 
projects  should  be  documented  and  included  in  the  EIS/EIR. 
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Page   3  ' 


AbdS/or  ivhL^Z  qjUestions   regarding   the   subject  Mtt,r        , 

«il*  or  Robert  Perdue  at   (619)    346-7491.  ■*"«.    please    call  Adnan 


<&fl&JL 


PHIL  GRUENBERG  ) 
Executive  Offi«*r 

AA/ci 
Attachments 


(With  attachments) 


Vince  Paul 


Chief,  Land  Disposal  Secti 


on,    SWRCB 


Robert   CoaleInT!!rCed1WnSCe  "«■•■■•«  Board 

Coale,    Technical  Director,   Mine  Reclamation  Corporation 
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State  of  California 


MEMORANDUM 


To: 


From: 


Philip  Gruenberg  Date: 

Executive  Officer 
Colorado  River  Basin 
Regional  Board 

Charlene  Herbst,  Chief 

Land  Disposal  Section 

STATE  WATER  RESOURCES  CONTROL  BOARD 

DIVI8ION  OP  CLEAN  WATER  PROGRAMS 


SEP  10  1991 


3  ;99 


I     I 


Subject:       PROPOSED   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN    LANDFILL: 
MEETING 


RESULTS    OF   AUGUST    13,     1991 


Si 


13a 


As  you  know,  Gil  Torres,  Rich  Boylan,  and  I  accompanied 
Robert  Perdue,  Chuck  Nesmith,  and  Adnan  Abdalla  of  your 
staff  to  a  meeting  on  August  13,  1991  with  proponents  of  the 
proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project.   Following  are 
some  of  the  work  products  and  deadlines  discussed  at  the 
meeting,  and  some  observations  and  concerns  that  we  have. 

General 

1)    We  are  very  concerned  that  Phase  I  of  the  proposed 
landfill  is  in  an  area  that  completely  lacks  hydro- 
geologic  characterization.   No  information  is  available 
on  ground  water  flow  direction (s)  within  the  saturated 
zone  or  within  the  fracture  systems  above  the  saturated 
zone.   No  information  is  available  on  ground  water 
elevation  in  the  Phase  I  area.   While  three  monitoring 
wells  were  verbally  proposed  by  project  proponents  at 
the  meeting (details  to  be  provided  to  the  Regional 
Board  in  about  a  week)  we  doubt  that,  because  of  the 
proposed  location  and  depth,  the  wells  will  provide 
much  useful  data.   In  fact,  proposed  downgradient  wells 
will  not  be  downgradient  if  groundwater  flow  is  west  to 
east  as  currently  anticipated  by  project  proponents. 
The  proposed  lithologic  logging  plan  of  grabbing  "chip 
samples"  every  10  feet  will  not  allow  for  collection  of 
adequate  information  on  natural  and  artificial  fracture 
occurrence  and  condition.   Therefore,  given  the  absence 
of  subsurface  data  in  the  Phase  I  area,  we  have  the 
following  comments  and  recommendations  which  we  feel 
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13b 


14 


15 


i 
i 


16 


17 


18 


would  help  maximize  the  collertinn   ~* 

applicable  data:  collection  of  appropriate  and 

approach.       P"™.?:rf  ^JJ  STnSnS*1?  v, 
perimeter  of  the  proposed  Ph...  I  ailS!     f  the 

order  to  describe   flow  dl,-„J?  disposal   area   in 

later,!  gradients   lo™  .S"?^^^^"7?^1   ""' 

=  ihterpreoa'tJ^or^rsiJIurfao.   react*"   ■"" 

oore»   ahd3oorre%"po„S„r  og,Lrof1tr,°otu;.°sri*',ted 
supple.ented  by  borehole  video  ess.™ SJ 

"solution  on  these  video  SErJIS - ocSS     ^ 

Parameters  to  be  logged  should  include   fracture 

noies  will  be  necessary  to  study  the   snati*i 
relationships  of  the   fractures  sPatial 

you^nysicax   logs  as  appropriate. 
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2) 


22 


3) 


4) 


Borehole  packer  tests (as  discussed  at  the  meeting 
should  be  performed  to  determine  the  hydraulic  ^ 
S« ra=ter^stlcs  of  the  fracture  network.   After 
Mor^Hr'1.0"'  WS  fSel  Such  testin9  would  be  much 
I?  toft  i2S^'  th^  a  SlUg  °r  pufflP  test  because 
tLVSt     ^       W°Uld  all0W  «valuation  of  perme- 
ability of  discrete  depth  intervals  within  the 
saturated  zone,  and  b)  would  allow  evalSatiS  of 
fracture  permeability  of  the  unsaturated  zone. 

o    At  present  there  is  a  fundamental  lack  of  infor- 
mation on  potential  subsurface  flow  occurrence 
pathways,  and  rates  in  the  Phase  1  area?  SSI'  to 
complement  the  characterization  method  discussed 
aSd  «;hflUld  m0Vement  Patte™s  within  fracSret 
d*r"*n  h*  r°Ck  °Penin9s  can  be  evaluated  in  more 

tracer  studies"'  ll^l  Pl*n™d   and  i*Pl«5* 
tracer  studies.   For  instance,  saline  tracer?  ,-.=.„ 

be  used  to  enhance  interpretation  or  selected 
borehole  geophysical  information.   Dye  tracers  can 
be  used,  in  conjunction  with  the  coring  anSIovS 
£°i%came"  techniques,  t0  define  flowgpatSwayras 
?,",.!  '  Stainin^  °f  vadose  zone  fracture  surfaces 
Furthermore  natural  isotope  tracers  can  be  used 
to  assess  fluid  infiltration,  admixing  of  Subsur- 
face waters  from  various  sources,  and  relative 
ground  water  movement.  "lve 

aeper^i?0rorr?hf  **!?  Pr°JeCt  Pr°P°^nts  wish  to  obtain 
Z<t*     Z      for  the  entire  2,300-acre  landfill  site 
lSSrPrOVldin?,  detailed  hydrogeologic  and  other 
information  on  all  proposed  phases  of  the  ^^VtT  ■ 

??atawaste-  di  ^^       We  «*5  -t£»Sj  recommend"9 
tnat  waste  discharge  requirements  only  be  oranterf  for 

sta'e  that  haVe1bfen  c°*Pletely  charactered?  Jnd 
■££■,    ?   Y  lateral  expansion  will  require 
additional,  complete  hydrogeologic  characterization. 

Given  that  the  earliest  possible  detection  of  any  leaks 
the'sa^uratef  zone*  if.Ser'w  'tV  flW  ""S^S" 
to  southeast*  SS.1?  So^raSKnt^elL^L^T^81 

JouSst  "thui1?1"9-0'  subse<^  Phases'to1^  east- 
soutneast,  thus  leaving  no  monitorinq  wells  avsii»M» 

to  provide  earliest  detection  of  leaLgffrom  PhaX'l. 

We  are  willing  to  work  with  your  staff  on  review  nf 
site  characterization  workplans  to  ensure  Sat  work  to 
ZillTffttdlS™*   and/-Pl-ented  in  a  manner  that  ^ 
^tLnafrneSly  "tl"y  ***  R^i0^    Board's  **>?- 


iffl'jjjirrTTTr'jy.'.'.'.'.'.'.'.w.1. 
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2) 


3) 


26 


4) 


i;«iS.sajrS;rtti;  tL^irt1*^ evidence  ™ 

faulting   th^oughcu^th^ropcserpro^crarfa"01??606 
our  understanding  that  Richard  Proctor"  has  h»H   JS   1S 

with   regard   to   relative   age?  where   such   SL^-?61**1"5 
overlie   faults.  e   such  dePosits 

occurl  Trth^fooJprint^f^h  ""  that  n°   ^-stone 

»^0K —»;  ssus  iS  - 
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in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  for  the  project  may  indicate  a 
possible  conflict  with  Mr.  Anderson's  statement.   The 
blue  color  used  on  Figure  63  for  "schistose  meta- 
arkose"  is  similar  to  that  used  for  "undifferentiated 
limestone  and  dolomite"  and  therefore  creates 
ambiguity.   In  addition,  there  is  a  lack  of  corres- 
ponding map  symbols  to  distinguish  the  two  units   if 
the  unit  within  the  footprint  is  actually  meta-arkose 
this  needs  to  be  clarified  by  project  proponents. 

Design  and  Construction 


27 


l) 


28 


2) 


I 


29 


3) 


30 


4) 


we  are  currently  evaluating  the  Sunshine  Canyon 
Landfill  liner  design  approved  (?)  by  the  Los  Angeles 
Regional  Water  Quality  Board  to  determine  if  it  truly 
is  an  analogous  situation  as  claimed  by  project 
proponents.   We  will  forward  our  analysis  to  you  as 
soon  as  it  is  complete. 

It  is  important  that  materials  used  in  liner  construc- 
tion have  properties  of  clay  other  than  just  clay 
size.   Attached  is  a  copy  of  ASTM  Designation  D2487-90 
Standard  Test  Methods  for  Classification  of  Soils  for 
Engineering  Purposes"  which  defines,  in  Section  3  l 
what  the  physical  properties  of  a  soil  must  be  to   ' 
warrant  classification  as  a  clay.   A  project  proponent 
stated  in  the  meeting  that  information  on  the  physical 
properties  of  the  proposed  liner  material,  other  than 
size,  will  be  provided  in  the  ROWD. 

It  is  also  important  to  establish  that  the  liner  will 
be  compatible  with  leachate  given  that  the  fine  tail- 
ings material  may  contain  carbonate.   At  the  meeting 
it  was  indicated  that  compatibility  testing  of  fine 
tailings  material  with  leachate  from  the  BBK  Landfill 
is  being  done  now  and  results  should  be  provided  by  the 
end  of  October.   Similar  testing  is  being  performed  on 
the  coarse  tailings  material. 

We  are  still  concerned  about  the  proposed  methods  for 
construction  of  the  earthen  liner  especially  since  no 
information  was  provided  at  the  meeting  to  address  such 
issues  as  prevention  of  desiccation  or  loss  of  optimum 
moisture  content  conditions  either  during  or  after 
compaction.   Long-term  desiccation  prevention  is 
critical  because  project  proponents  indicated  that 
enough  liner  to  accommodate  six  months  worth  of  land- 
filling  operations  would  be  constructed  at  a  time.   We 
still  feel  that  the  effectiveness  of  construction 
techniques   liner  stability  once  completed,  prevention 
°L«^  t™'    and  Perf°ra*nce  under  ultimate  loading 

conditions  have  not  been  addressed.   We  understand  some 


!%&8$lSMlM3MMr.: 
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5) 


with  design  and  monitoring  details   L    P™V1<?«*. 
our  understanding  that  the  "tiricial  vadL2°^'  ^ iS 
not  designed  to  detect  Tim, in   Z   ,    vadose  zone  is 
walls.  *  li<3uid-  st  least  not  on  the  side 


32 


33 


34 


3) 


35 


4) 


36 


37 


5} 


6) 


?rmg 


site  BiasasfcasiaflSiaa  and  Manisoj 

1)         We   understand   that   a   surfare    *•**„+. 

done  by  scctt  Shone?  fffefSalU?,%?nalysis  has  been 
will    be   provided    in   the   ROTO  Surveys,    inc.    and 

mation   available   to   date     we   are   1'      *^   °n    lnfor" 
fractures   are   not    open   at   d*n?h        0t   confldent   that 
Besides,    given  tha^ter  S?.Srt  ^deoth033^ " 
fro,  faults   it  mUst  be  ocmtii^^&'g^  «■* 


i^ii"il302S^iS1irJ.SinLBSSc- or  very 

condition  of  fractures  .-^i'J0  determine  actual 

ro  SS^.JST.S'S!  "  P™"*  »ith  sufficient 
subsurface  s!te°"hS=?e""?S  "1rof  "J"""9  °S 

ROWD.       P   "  availabl«  and  will  be  included  in  the 

Open  boreholes  beneath  landfill  areas  mm  *  k 
conduits  f0r  leachate  in  the  eve"  o?  a  Mn^T"? 

"ouaisrLsinLndte?f  a11  possibie  «K  2^is:r.ass- 

bel.eve  that  pump  tests  of  palreTw^is   2  ££S  * 


iiivmvifi 


$$»  trMMmmm^mm 
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7) 


n^h^  ^tSe   f3UltS  is  needed  to  quantify  the  effect 
of  the  faults  on  ground  water  occurrence  and  rlow 

sorfo^diSCUSSi?n  °f  the  reas°ns  behind  the  proposed 
60-foot  screen  length  on  the  monitoring  wells  JrolL 
proponents  stated  that,  since  1984,  lolal  vaJer  lUttt 
have  been  dropping  10  feet  per  year.   This  i.  J  ve^v 
significant  long-term  water  level  decline \nl   support- 
ing documentation  should  be  provided  to  the  RegSSaf 


ing 


or 
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Attachment 


Vince  Paul 

California  Integrated 
Waste  Management  Board 
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CALIFORNIA  REGIONAL  WATER  QUALITY  CONTROL  BOARD 
COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN    .    REGION  7 
73-271   HIGHWAY  111.  SUITE  21 
fAlM  DCSEHT.  CAUFORNIA  92260 
Hkwm.  (619)  346-7491 

September  11,  1989 


o«o*oi  en/umjUH. 


4-ta.cU .    z 


* 
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Attn: 
RE: 


County  of  Riverside 
Planning  Department 
4080  Lemon  Street,  Ninth  Floor 
Riverside,  CA    92501 

David  Mares,   Project  Planner 
follow  .n,1ro*„t.l  UriWteV^nc'JSK  Wli,*""-     "" 

SR1I5*'  -<«<««&  agrafe  *.« 

surface  and  ,rou„d  »„r  UmISm.'  fiV&Jg !"3 '£  fl* 
{Lffl.'TlSiSSSK"  COnCer"(n8  *•  «**«  -«-•  Pl-»  «ntac,  ««„ 


MUL  bKULNBERG   " 
Executive  Officer 

AA/sa 


cc:  Mark  B.  Beizer,  SCS  Engineers 
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South  Coast 

AIR  QUALITY  MANAGEMENT  DISTRICT 

91 50  FLAIR  DRIVE.  EL  MONTE.  CA  91731         (818)  572-6200 

September  17,  1991 
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:■:•: 
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Mr.  Russel  L.  Kaldenberg 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Palm  Springs-South  Coast  R.A. 
P  O.  Box  2000 
North  Palm  Spring,  CA  92258-2000 

Dear  Mr.  Kaldenberg: 

Subject:  Draft  EIR:  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project 

SCAQMD  #RVC910621-02 


The  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District  (District)  has  reviewed  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (Draft  EIR)  for  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 
Project.  The  District's  review  of  the  project  indicates  that  the  proposed  115-year  landfill 
operation  could  generate  significant  adverse  air  quality  impacts  which  have  not  been  fully 
addressed  in  the  Draft  EIR. 

The  District  is  responsible  for  adopting,  implementing,  and  enforcing  air  quality 
regulations  in  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  (SCAB)  and  the  South  East  Desert  Air  Basin 
(SEDAB)  portion  of  Los  Angeles  and  Riverside  counties.  The  project  is  within  Riverside 
County  and  its  impacts  would  affect  both  air  basins.  As  a  responsible  agency,  the  District 
reviews  and  analyzes  environmental  documents  for  projects  that  mav  generate  significant 
adverse  air  quality  impacts.  In  this  capacity  the  District  advises  the  lead  agency. 

The  proposed  project  presents  significant  air  quality  issues  due  to  its  size,  scope,  duration 
of  operations,  and  location.  The  attached  staff  assessment  presents  a  detailed  discussion  of 
the  District's  analysis  of  the  Draft  EIR.  District  comments  are  intended  to  advice  the  lead 
agency  in  addressing  and  mitigating  the  potential  adverse  air  quality  impacts  of  the  project. 
The  District  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 
Project.  If  you  have  anv  questions  regarding  these  comments,  please  contact  Connie  Day, 
Program  Supervisor,  at  (818)  307-4507. 


-Cindy  S.'Greenwald' ' 
Planning  Manager 
Office  of  Planning  and  Rules 
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Mr.  Gary  Kovall 
Mine  Reclamation  Corporation 
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Mr.  Steven  A.  Kupferman 
County  of  Riverside 
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ATTACHMENT 

SCAQMD  ASSESSMENT 

OF 

THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  PROJECT 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


Project  Description 

The  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  proposes  to  operate  a  Class  HI  solid  waste 
(nonhazardous  and  nonrecyclable)  landfill  on  a  4,695-acre  site  with  a  landfill  footprint  of 
2,272  acres.  Processing  and  storage  of  waste,  and  container-handling  will  occupy  1  378 
acres,  roads  and  open  space  will  account  for  1,045  acres.  The  landfill  is  expected  to  remain 
in  operation  for  up  to  1 15  years. 

The  landfill  would  accommodate  up  to  20,000  tons  per  day  (tpd)  of  nonrecvclable  waste 
transported  by  railway  and  truck.  The  railway  component  would  account  for  16  000  tpd 
with  the  balance  of  4,000  tpd  transported  by  truck. 

The  final  52-miles  of  rail  from  Ferrum  Junction  to  Eagle  Mountain,  previously  used  for 
mining  operations  would  be  owned  by  the  project  proponent.  The  route  is'  currently 
inactive  and  requires  repairs  prior  to  utilization  for  the  transport  of  waste. 

A  maximum  of  six  trains  per  day  would  be  used  to  carry  waste  from  Los  Angeles,  Orange, 
Riverside  and  San  Bernardino  counties  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  site.  Initially,  six'  material 
recovery  facilities  (MRFs)  are  expected  to  be  established  within  the  four-countv  area  for 
use  as  transfer  stations.  The  MRFs  would  perform  waste  separation  and  recycling  work 
pnor  to  waste  disposal  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  site.  Waste  separation  and  recycling  will 
occur  at  the  site  for  the  estimated  20  tons  collected  at  Desert  Center. 

MRF  locations  have  not  yet  been  determined.  Each  of  the  MRFs  would  be  subject  to 
separate  reviews  under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  as  they  are  proposed  and 
developed.  Additionally,  waste  may  also  be  transported  from  San  Diego  and  Imperial 
counties  when  the  project  is  in  full  operation. 

Typically,  waste  would  include  paper,  plastic,  food  waste,  metal,  glass,  fabric,  yard  waste, 
concrete,  and  rock,  construction  and  demolition  materials  (considered  non-water  soluble' 
non-decomposable,  and  inert).  Liquid  waste,  hazardous  waste,  sewage  sludge,  incineration 
ash,  radioactive  waste,  biological  waste,  medical  waste,  and  other  special  solid  waste 
categories  will  not  be  accepted  at  the  site. 
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Air  Quality  Setting 

rsc^RWnnS  klnS  SfVeral  ^.^^  monitoring  stations  in  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin 
(SCAB)    Indio  is  the  closest  station  within  the  SCAB.  The  project  site  is  in  the  Snnth  f«, 

the  D Lrn^fK10"118  ^  AcC°rding  t0  air  ^ality  Storing  conduct Tl99 0  at 
Lonn?  ind,°  air  "on"0™!  station,  federal  and  state  nitrogen  dioxide  carbon 
monoxide,  and  sulfur  dioxide  levels  were  not  exceeded.  Federal  and  state  ozone  standards 

were  *S2!&mJffi  Sd  W  '?  **"*  »*«W-  F*deraJ  **  22  PMlS  standi 
were  exceeded  in  6  8  and  69.5  percent  respectively  of  the  samples  monitored      Air 

Modeling  of  air  emissions  should  be  conduaed  every  five  years,  starting  with  1994  nr  nn, 
ltS^Vhf  «?"««»=««  of  the  operations,  whichever  h Ser Sue .periodic 
assessment  of  ambient  air  quality  levels  is  recommended  in  the  Draft  ELR  The  Final  EIR 
Thi  nrK?  "  f  KCra  ^^  t0  h0w  and  when  such  modeling  would  be  performed 

n?eLSr«  ifm°nrf£lhe  ^°ShUa  Tree  National  Mo™™"<  require?  additional  5S 
measures  if  modeling  substantiates  any  worsening  of  air  quality  in  the  area.  m'Sdllon 

Air  Quality  Impacts 

The  following  project-related  air  quality  impacts  are  germane  to  the  proposal: 

o  fugitive  dust  from  the  disposal  of  waste,  excavation  and  related  activities 

including  vehicular  trips  within  the  site  area; 

o         emissions  from  the  use  of  landfill  equipment  at  the  site  (front-end  loaders, 
bulldozers,  crushers,  compactors,  tractors,  etc.); 

landfill  gas  (LFG)  from  waste  disposal  at  the  site; 

emissions  from  the  waste  separation  and  recycling  operation  at  the  site  for 
the  waste  generated  at  Desert  Center. 

creation  of  objectionable  odors  from  landfill  operations; 

£jKfi£S?0M  fr,°m  a  maximum  of  12  round-trips  of  rail  locomotives 
carrying  16,000  tons  of  waste  per  day  at  full  operations; 

o  vehicular  emissions  from  a  maximum  of  200  trucks  per  day  carrying  4  000 

tons  of  waste  to  the  site  at  full  operations;  and  g 

o         vehicular  emissions  from  traffic  congestion  caused  by  locomotive  and  truck 
operations  relative  to  the  transportation  of  waste  within  a  four  county  region. 

The   estimated    daily   emisssions   from   the   landfill,   including   vehicle   trips    at   Deak 

2SfSSSh?BB?  2w^u!d  be  ?  follrs:, c?' 7'189  p°unds;  &*  w 1»*&  sot 

-.354  pounds,  PM10,  2,301  pounds;  and  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOC)  2,326  pounds 


c 
0 

0 
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Comparative  Emission  Levels 

The  Draft  EIR  has  not  analyzed  the  potential  increase  in  emissions  from  the  operation  of 
the  project  compared  to  the  "No  Project"  alternative.  The  Draft  EIR  merely  states  that  the 
increases  in  emissions  in  the  SCAB  resulting  from  the  long-distance  transport  of  solid  waste 
and  the  incremental  increase  of  emissions  in  the  SEDAB  cannot  be  entirely  avoided  (page 
XXIII).  The  project  could  impact  adversely  on  SEDAB  while  causing  a  reduction  of 
emissions  (from  the  transportation  of  waste  by  trucks)  within  the  SCAB.  The  Final  EIR 
should  fully  analyze  the  train  versus  truck  transportation  issue.  The  existing  VMT  for 
waste  haulers  (without  the  project)  should  be  compared  with  the  VMT  generated  by  the 
proposed  landfill  operation  in  the  Final  EIR.  The  comparison  would  provide  a  method  of 
assessing  the  air  quality  impacts  of  the  proposed  (centralized)  MRFs  compared  to  the 
impacts  of  waste  disposal  activity  without  them. 

The  estimated  waste  to  fuel  consumption  ratio  is  0.55  gallons  per  ton  of  waste  based  on  an 
estimated  82,220  vehicle  miles  per  day  for  all  existing  landfill  sites  (for  transporting  20,000 
tpd  of  waste).  However,  there  is  no  comparison  of  the  emissions  from  all  waste  disposal 
activities  (existing  and  projected)  with  the  potential  savings  in  emissions  due  to  the  project 
A  comparison  of  existing  VMT  related  emissions  with  the  potential  savings  from 
transportation  by  rail  for  existing  landfills  should  also  be  included.  Staff  recommends  that 
the  Final  EIR  should  provide  a  complete  analysis  of  the  emissions  gained  due  to  the  Eagle 
Mountain  site. 

Sirnilar'>'' the  potential  for  increased  truck  transportation  at  MRFs  has  not  been  analyzed. 
The  MRFs  are  expected  to  grow  from  six  initially,  to  ten  or  more,  as  waste  transportation 
increases.  The  Final  EIR  should  include  a  complete  analysis  of  increases  or  decreases  in 
|m^SI  onS  fr°m  rai1  and  truck  °Perations'  impacts  of  waste  transportation  on  SCAB  and 
SEDAB,  and  the  potential  increases  of  emissions  at  the  projected  MRF  locations 
throughout  SCAB  and  SEDAB. 

Alternatives 

There  are  three  alternatives  proposed  in  the  Draft  EIR,  rail  only,  reduced  waste  disposal 
(16,000  tpd),  and  the  no  project  alternative..  Six  existing  landfill  sites  are  also  analyzed. 
The  Draft  EIR  considers  the  Eagle  Mountain  proposal  to  be  the  preferred  alternative  due 
to  the  comparative  similarity  in  air  quality  emissions  from  all  alternatives  (which  cannot  be 
mitigated  to  a  level  of  insignificance),  increased  and  unavoidable  impacts  from  other 
sources  such  as  water,  geological  faults,  proximity  to  sensitive  receptors,  unsuitability  of 
locations.  Even  though  the  comparative  analysis  seems  plausible,  the  lack  of  specific  data 
relative  to  emission  levels  for  each  of  the  alternatives  prevents  a  substantiation  of  a  clear 
advantage  of  one  alternative  over  another.  Each  alternative  concludes  that  the  project  will 
have  adverse  impacts  within  the  SEDAB.  The  Final  EIR  should  include  a  compariative 
table  which  clearly  illustrated  the  potential  emissions  from  each  of  the  proposed 
alternatives. 

The  Final  EIR  should  analyze  the  potential  increase  or  decrease  in  VMT  and  the 
corresponding  emissions  for  each  proposed  alternative.  A  travel  distance  of  12.  2  miles  is 
provided  as  a  likely  increase  in  VMT  for  vehicles  carrying  waste  from  existing  transfer 
stations  to  alternative  landfill  sites. 
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££tt ESSaE AC "fne  AOMPha"  inCTeT?  qUamitieS  °Ver  the  ne«  **>  decades 
fuels  for  conventionale^ £ Zhlof  both  l^?""1,*"  SubstitutinS  alte™»ve 
heavy-duty  equipment  and  ocomo  fves  The  Dr.ff  ptp  ^°Sal  ea*mPme,nt'  medit™  and 
alternative  fuels  other  than  electrification  aSSL™.  d°eS  T  ^^  the  use  of 
petroleum  gas,  and  methane  muk \£,  «2"f  AlteFnatlve  f^'5  such  as  natural  gas,  liquid 
forconvent&lK  a  compa St&SSS^S^r00  of  the.ProJe«  «  substitutes 
should  be  included  in  the  Final  OR  Wh  ™  °  Pftemial  infeases  in  alternative  fuel  use 
used,  and  the  Ttri&l^tSJS*       ^^  Sh°Uld  pr0Vlde  ProJection5  of  &* 

Operations 

2;.  i^srstt£35  tfas^ae is  2aoo,° tons  °f  —  <* 

landfill  site.  The  total  recvdawfw,.  ?» ^£  f?  °  landfillmg  are  also  proposed  at  the 
collected  at  Deser  Cem  r  ReSdah  m  '  ■  ^^  ^  estimated  20  tons  a  week 
collection  centers  The Potential  &  S  h  ™.atenals  Would  be  transported  by  truck  to 
analyzed.  At  foil  capacit?  the ke  e?nS< t^hTJ**  ™g°  f°F  ,°ff  Peak-hours  should  be 
or  eight  shipments  aSng  each  JoSf f  L? ^e  aPPr™ely  200  truck  trips  per  day, 
Bernardino  counties  True!  trim £M5y^S  ^eles'  °ranSe-  Rlverside  and  San 
operations  at  the  MrKol M  akn h,  M^  B?J^  not  been  analyzed.  Veh,cular 
potential  for \Bfcd2taJ a ft£  'SXS^SJ'T1  information  yarding  the 
truck  traffic  to  and  from  M^SStfli  &  ToEbTpSd^  S 

MSMJ^SS^  W'th  Wa5te  Asportation,  the 

least  a  100-mile  raEof  the  landfill  The  iffi "„?  °/ m^I?  tra"sPorted  by  truck  within  at 
would  be  generated  bv°he  MRF?<h  JS  J  k  °,f  MRFiand  the  vehicular  trips,  which 
for  off-peak  houS  shouS bVSudid a A£VMlyMd  T11*5  scheduling  of  truck  traffic 
their  operations,  l^^S^iS^Z1^^-  V*  ^RFs'  the  imPacts  of 
be  subject  to  review  ^JSiSB^SSL^SSSft^  ****  "*"*  Sh°M 
Landfill  Gas 

hortma"  c8oaf.ecdon3)pIp°estw?!l  £S  fcJSSJt H"S  *  *"  Dnh  HR-    A  *nd  <* 

Vertical  LFG  extra  Aft?  ™n.      n  u  trenches  from  the  commencement  of  operations 

coHection  sV?tem  SrSe  connea  d  to  S^™  h^"8  0pTtl0ns  Proceed-  ^  LFG 
emission  control  and  utllizarinn  , 1  1°      pdfS'  Wh'ch  '?, turn  w11  be  connected  to  the  LFG 

LFG  emissions     PerS    S    effi  forThfl^r^n^f  6XpeCted  t0  taP  a11  sources  of 
system,  leachate  collec  on  and  Hknoli  LF£  collectlon  system,  the  LFG  disposal 

^tith.Jsssy^jffl^Sd^r1* to  construct  must  be  obtamed 
^•ofjffl&s^^  KSn^c^f^s11  be  the  pnraa^ 

when  LFG  concentrations  are  ton  I™  fnr  ^^PP^mental  fuel-fired  burner  may  be  used 
be  installed  when  LFcTvel  increat    Th/n??  ^^  energy  rCC°Very  SyStem  v/iI1 

by  the  District's  BACT  Guide hnes  T^e^L,  mp0^  T??a?on  time  for  flaxes  is  required 
time  provided  incorrectly  in the  DraftEIR  '  °Uld  Change  the  °3  Second  ret^tion 


DOCUMENT  0003 


24 


25 
26 


27 


28 


% 


29 

30 

31 


32 


Monitoring 

The  periodical  monitoring  of  the  landfill  surface,  of  the  ambient  air,  gas  migration  and 

SSSSrSmST  ^P°Sal  P1^ K(flarCS^  gaS  reC0Ver>  SyStem"  «5  arefeqSd^y 
a  Srh£  Si"  J?"  rMUltS  °J the  morutonnS  should  ^  submitted  to  the  District  on 
a  regular  basis.  The  allowable  surface  concentration  is  500  parts  per  million  (nnm)  for 
instantaneous  and  50  ppm  for  integrated  levels.  The  Final  El£  should  an%?  the 
compliance   plan    required   by   Rule    1150.1,   which   should   include   the   concemrat  on 

Sffi^SSSJJf  S5£3Sl  plan  should  be  subnutted  for  approval  by  the  Dlst™  ?s 

The  Final  EIR  should  use  the  maximum  allowable  emission  factors  in  determining 
nSSS  A;eSte  are  not  acceptable.  Stationary  internal  combusK 
engines  (IC.)  that  are  rated  50  HP  or  greater,  must  meet  the  District  requirements    These 
includes  clean  fuels,  BACT,  and  requirements  of  District's  Rules  1110.1  and  1110  2 

ISiS'fhl  EIR  alS°  pTP°ses  a  serjes  of  8^  migration  probes,  which  would  be  placed 

demh  ^,PHCn,ne  £r  °f  thC  I1  teA°  detect  ?>ny  off-site  LFG  ™g™ion.  Probe  spacing  and 
depth  should  conform  to  the  District's  Rule  1150.1  requirements.  Measurement  of 
horizontal  gas  migration  should  also  be  conducted  at  the  landfill. 

Condensate 

LFG  condensate  will  be  collected  in  traps  placed  at  low  points  along  the  gas  collection 

fori?;  ^P-T^V™^  wil1  Periodically  remove  the  condensate  and  place  it  m 
storage  pending  disposal  off-site  at  a  licensed  hazardous  waste  disposal  facility  Prior 
District  approval  is  required  for  the  use  of  leachate  for  dust  control  work  or  for  placement 
in  evaporation  containers,  as  described  in  the  Draft  EIR.   Presence  of  toxic  substances  in 

rlt  ffn^/C°/c dencsate.wou'd  render  such  activities  unacceptable.  Leachate  use  will 
result  in  odors.  (See  Sensitive  Receptors  below). 

Dust  Emission  Control 

District  staff  recommends  that  landfill  operations  should  be  carried  out  in  such  a  manner 
pJ0,heStDCt  dust.erniss'0?s  to  a  minimum  (see  SCAOMD's  1987  Air  Duality  Handbook 
,°,'h  eth  ^ ranon,  of  Environmental  Impact  Reports).  The  operations  plan  should 
ensure  that  fugitive  dust  emissions  from  all  landfill  activities  are  monitored  Staff  concurs 
witn  trie  recommended  mitigation  measures  for  reducing  particulates  and  the 
corresponding  mitigation  monitoring  plan.  Other  measures  provided  in  Table  1  of  this 
frnm^nH1 ,  a  £  mdud,ed  M  mili&alim  measures.  The  use  of  portable  crushers  and 
tront-end  loaders  for  crushing  of  materials  that  is  deposited  as  cover  requires  District 
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Coachella  Valley 

The  transportation  of  waste  through  the  Coachella  Valley  should  be  analyzed  in  the  Final 
blR.  Even  though  the  project  itself  is  outside  the  Coachella  Vallev,  the  transportation 
activity  relative  to  the  project  would  impact  on  the  PM10  levels  in  the  Valley  The 
Coachella  Val  ey  has  been  designated  as  a  "Moderate"  nonattainment  area  for  PM10  bv  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA).  A  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  for  PM10  in 
ctI;T  eIla  Valley  was  ad°Pted  by  the  SCAQMD  Board  on  November  10  1990  The 
SIP  demonstrates  attainment  of  the  Federal  PM10  standards  by  1995.  Measures  relative  to 
the  control  of  wind  erosion,  dust  from  landfill  operations,  entrained  dust  from  unpaved  and 
paved  roads,  and  construction  activity  are  provided  in  Table  1.  The  Final  EIR  should 
incorporate  these  measures  to  ensure  the  reduction  of  PM10  emissions. 

Emission  Offsets 

The  project  must  procure  emission  offsets  sufficient  to  demonstrate  net  air  quality  benefits 
associated  with  the  project  as  required  by  New  Source  Review  (NSR)  threshold  limits 
(Regulation  XI  as  amended  on  May  3,  1991).  Any  exceedance  of  one  pound  per  dav  of 
any  criteria  pollutant  requires  NSR  compliance.  The  offset  liability  will  be  based  on'the 
projects  emissions  from  all  stationary  landfill  activities.  Staff 'recommends  that  all 
equipment  which  will  be  used  be  described  in  the  Final  EIR.  The  projected  worst  rase 
daily  emissions  from  the  equipment  should  be  calculated.    BACT  and  modeling  are  also 

The  District  has  adopted  Regulation  XVII-Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  (PSD) 
which  contains  more  stringent  requirements  than  the  federal  PSD  regulations.  Regulation 
XVII  is  expected  to  be  amended  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  and 
receive  the  approval  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  and  will  supersede  all 
easting  requirements.  The  Final  EIR  should  analyze  the  need  to  comply  with  Regulation 
XVII,  which  is  likely  to  be  applicable  to  the  landfill  operation  in  the  near  future. 

Risk  Assessment 

District  Rule :  1401,  New  Source  Review  of  Carcinogenic  Air  Contaminants,  was  adopted  on 
June  1,  1990  and  amended  on  December  7,  1990.  The  release  of  any  carcinogenic 
substances  must  comply  with  this  Rule  and  other  applicable  Rules  The  Draft  EIR 
estimates  a  risk  of  19  in  a  million  at  maximum  gas  production,  and  maximum 
concentration.  The  risk  is  estimated  at  6  in  a  million  at  maximum  gas  production  and 
average  gas  concentration.  The  higher  risk  level  of  19  in  a  million  is  considered  applicable 
and  also  unacceptable  due  to  public  health  reasons.  The  Draft  EIR  should  correct  some  of 
the  unit  risk  factors  in  Appendix  E,  Tables  31  and  32.  The  compounds  and  correct  unit  risk 
factors  are  as  follows:  vinyl  chloride,  7.8E-5;  benzene,  2.9E-5;  dibromomethene,  7  1E-5- 
and  tnchloromethane,  5.3E6.  The  Final  EIR  should  include  data  to  substantiate  the 
elimination  of  health  risks,  or  the  reduction  to  an  acceptable  level  of  risk  from  the  landfill 
^Pe?n°n-.,.  .r0C!dUr!SJnr  PrePari"g  Risk  Assessment  to  Comply  with  Air  Toxic  Rules  of 
■t  ^crV  ,ld  be  used  in  assess'ng  health  risks.   The  Final  EIR  should  provide  a 

schedule  tor  completing  the  risk  assessment.  Such  an  assessment  must  be  completed  prior 
to  the  operation  of  the  landfill. 
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Sensitive  Receptors 

Waste  disposal  operations  may  increase  fugitive  dust  and  odor  levels  in  the  surrounding 
area.  Residents  in  the  Eagle  Mountain  City  area  to  the  south  may  be  exposed  to  odors  and 
dust.  The  Final  EIR  should  include  an  analysis  of  design  requirements  to  reduce  dust  and 
odor  levels.  Mitigation  measures  proposed  for  dust  and  odor  removal  should  be  in  the 
mitigation  monitoring  plan. 
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The  Draft  EIR  anticipates  the  eventual  electrification  of  the  locomotives  transporting 
waste  to  the  landfill.  The  emission  savings  based  on  electrification  are  not  quantified,  as 
the  electrification  schedule  is  not  known  yet.  In  general,  electrification  when  compared  to 
diesel  fuel  use,  is  expected  to  result  in  90  percent  savings  in  emissions.  The  Final  EIR 
should  analyze  the  potential  for  reduced  emissions  from  electrification  compared  to  the  use 
of  conventional  fuels.  Mitigation  should  include  a  commitment  to  rail  electrification  of  the 
52  miles  of  rail  track  between  Ferrum  Junction  and  Eagle  Mountain  subject  to  specific 
criteria  or  at  a  date  certain  within  10  years  of  project  startup. 

A  commitment  to  "go  electric"  at  the  earliest  feasible  stage  should  be  made  in  the  Final 
EIR.  The  landfill  is  expected  to  co-generate  power  using  the  landfill  gases.  However, 
there  is  no  commitment  that  co-generated  power  would  be  used  for  electrification  of  the 
trains.  Such  an  analysis  should  be  included  in  the  Final  EIR. 

Management  Efficiency 

Management  of  the  site  should  ensure  maximum  safety.  Hazardous  materials  or  waste, 
when  detected  at  the  site,  should  be  deposited  directly  into  trucks  and  transported  to  a 
Class  I  landfill  or  other  legitimate  facility.  The  Final  EIR  should  analyze  the  procedure  for 
detection  and  handling  of  hazardous  materials  and  waste  at  the  site,  and  recommend  a 
program  to  establish  a  protocol  and  monitoring  mechanism  to  keep  unacceptable 
hazardous  materials  and  waste  out  of  the  waste  stream. 

The  type  of  activities  relative  to  the  operation  of  the  landfill  should  be  described.  There 
should  be  accurate  descriptions  of  activities  such  as  grading,  filling,  soil  hauling,  trash  and 
soil  dumping,  trash  and  soil  compacting,  fuel  storage,  and  fuel  usage. 

All  equipment  used  should  be  described.  Emissions  should  be  calculated  for  tippers, 
tractor-dozers,  refuse  compactors,  scrapers,  graders,  water  wagons,  service  trucks  and  any 
construction  equipment.  Equipment  purchased  should  meet  the  1991  Air  Resources  Board 
(ARB)  requirements  for  emissions.  Clean  vehicles  should  be  used  wherever  possible  to 
meet  the  regulations  of  the  ARB. 

The  Draft  EIR  identifies  internal  combustion  (I.C.)  engines  as  potential  landfill  gas  reusing 
or  recycling  equipment.  The  use  of  landfill-fired  I.C.  engines  may  not  be  permitted  under 
the  existing  District  Rules.  Other  BACT  such  as  alternative  cleaner  equipment  (turbines 
and  electnc  generators)  may  be  available.  For  further  information,  please  contact  the 
Engineering  Division  of  SCAQMD  at  (818)307-6220. 
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Additional  Comments 

i?Lfyati°?  mfea5UreS  Pr°P°sed  in  the  Draft  EIR  should  be  listed  in  the  mitigation 
monitoring  plan  to  ensure  enforcement.   All  trucks  leaving  the  site  should  be  washed  and 

Thes faJd XS  °f  2_feet  °f  freeb°ard  hei§ht-  excePl  for  contamerized  waS 
the S  FTR  I?  UgT°n  measure?  ^commended  in  Table  1  should  be  incorporated  into 
he  Final  EIR  for  implementation  during  the  115-year  disposal  period.  In  addition  truck 
VMT^  bCf  redUCed  °S  eiimi?ated  d"ring  the  peak-hour  traffic  periods  The  e*K 
VMT  should  not  increase  during  the  authorized  period  of  the  waste  disposal  permit.1 

Conclusion 

2essT>nS  fiflMn  Tf  ft  if  *  "^  ^  si.gnificant-  Its  multi-basin  impacts  should  be 
assessed  in  full  in   the  following  areas:   the   cross-basin  migration   of  emissions-borh 

£fnellaVnaidveprMinnt«;  thethtrU-Ck  V£rSUS  FailWay  "™P°™°"  issu?s;  Slm^o! 
ba?ec fr  L for LFG,  anHSaeeS\thH  ™Pfact.on  sensitive  receptors;  the  assessment  of  'health- 
Dasea  risks  tor  LFGs  and  a  schedule  for  its  implementation;  a  comparison  of  VMT  with 

^dtWrth°,Ut  the  Pr°ject:  th,e  use  of  BACT  ^r  all  equipment;  and  he  potential  for 
fssue SK  ?  US£  °f  dean  fuds-  A  comPlete  assessment  in  the  Fin£  HE of  the 
provided  n Tab  e  1  d°CUment  1S  recommended  by  staff.  Potential  mitigation  measures  are 


■^^'.L.j.rrrirrrrrrrrt!rt!?!r,!r|!rc!)rrrr,!rrrrrrrrr1^  |.*iw.^W!JVJ,,ww!Bi||'>*,PTOC^w***^cwwcp 


DOCUMENT  0003 


: 


l 


A. 

A-l 

A-2 

A-3 

A-4 

A-5 

A-6 

A-7 


B. 
B-l 
B-2 
B-3 

C. 

C-l 


C-3 
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D-l 

D-2 

D-3 

D-4 
D-5 

D-6 
D-7 
D-8 
D-9 


TABLE  1 

POTENTIAL  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

FOR  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  PROJECT 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 

Minimize  Landfill  Activity  Emissions 

Cover  trucks  during  on-road  hauling  and  maintain  a  2-feet  freeboard  height. 

Provide  soil  binders  on  site,  unpaved  roads,  parking  areas. 

Wash  off  trucks  and  their  wheels  when  leaving  site. 

Properly  tune  and  maintain  all  equipment. 

Use  low-sulfur  fuel  for  all  equipment  wherever  possible. 

Avoid  temporary  electric  power  generation;  use  (less-polluting)  power  from 

existing  sources. 

The  electrification  of  the  final  52-mile  rail  line  from  the  beginning  of  the 

operation,  and  electrification  within  a  10-year  period  for  the  rest  of  the  line 

should  be  considered. 

Minimize  Traffic  Impacts 

Implement  a  Transportation  Demand  Management  Plan. 

Provide  worker  rideshare  incentives. 

Provide  worker  transit  incentives 

Control  Dust  Emissions 

Provide  paved  parking  areas.     Traffic  speeds  on  unpaved  road  surfaces 

should  be  reduced  to  less  than  15  miles  per  hour  to  reduce  dust  emissions. 

Cease  site  restoration  activity  during  Stage  1  and  2  episodes,  and  on  days 

when  winds  exceed  25  miles  per  hour. 

Operate  street-sweepers  on  paved  roads  within  the  site  area. 

Ensure  early  paving  of  construction  roads.   Provide  chemical  stabilization  of 

blowsand  areas  adjacent  to  paved  roadways. 

All  excavation,  grading,  and  soil  removal  operations  should  comply  with 

District  Rules  403. 

Improve  Waste  Management  Efficiency 

Hazardous  materials  or  waste,  when  detected,  should  not  be  stockpiled  on 
site  but  transported  to  a  Class  I  landfill  or  other  appropriate  facility. 
Records  of  waste  received  should  be  available  on  site.  The  permitted  upper 
limit  of  20,000  tpd  of  waste  should  be  strictly  enforced. 
A  gas  detection  plan  should  be  used  to  monitor  any  releases  of  landfill  gas. 
A  gas  management  plan  should  be  in  operation. 

Best  Available  Control  Technology  (BACT)  should  be  utilized  for  flaring. 
Permanent    perimeter    probing    should    be    used    to    evaluate    pressure 
measurements  and  concentrations  of  methane,  carbon  dioxide,  and  other 
decomposition  by-products. 

Monitoring,  probing  and  other  equipment  used  should  meet  the  EPA  and 
District  standards. 

The  use  of  methane  as  a  fuel  source,  or  its  combustion  in  a  boiler  steam- 
generator  to  produce  electricity,  should  meet  all  District  requirements. 
Waste  stored  prior  to  landfilling  should  not  be  exposed  to  rain  and  the 
potential  for  odor  should  be  avoided. 

Effective  enclosure  or  sealing  of  waste  is  recommended.    (Placing  of  cover 
materials  over  new  waste  deposits  could  also  reduce  odors). 


\SA\-\-\-\.\-\S-\-\w 
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E. 
E-l 

E-2 


E-3 
E-4 

E-5 


E-6 


Control  of  Dust  Emissions  (SIP  Requirements) 

SS^^^SfSLS?  "*  pa'h"e  —  "— ** 

susMnd'ertA^f;8?'''^-  S"1'  dumping  and  dusl-generation  should   be 
25  Ss %t  3  S"°°d  stage  sraoe  aiem  and  when  «"*  ■«  "»» 

sH  R^JSt'SETE'  adiaCe"'  PUWiC  "«»**«■  *-* 

K%^^ToSS±3d — ■*— » >-d  ~*^ 

hi°,«S  Sn°W  f51C£  windbreaks  and  tree  windbreaks.   Tree  planting  should 
eros'n  aiSdXdt:barnerS  *  ""  deSignated  «  <*»  SPace  'o  prevlnfw,^ 

fh^Hehi>aVHd  Plrki?8  ar,eaS-     Traffic  sPeeds  on  unP*ved  road  surfaces 
should  be  reduced  to  less  than  15  miles  per  hour  to  reduce  dust  emissions 
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CITY  OF  BANNING 

1434  West  Ramsey  Street  •  P.O.  Box  998 
Banning,  California  92220 
Telephone  (714)  922-1226 


DEPARTMENT  OF 
PLANNING 


BUREAU   OF    LAND    MANAGEMENT 

Palm   Springs   -   South  Coast  R.A. 

63-500    Garnett   Avenue 

P.O.    Box   2000 

North  Palm  Springs,  CA   92258-2000 


August  1,  1991 


RE:   DRAFT  E.I.R./E.I.S 

Gentlemen : 


EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  PROJECT 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  above 
referenced  matter.  Based  upon  our  review,  the  following  comments 
are  provided  for  your  consideration: 

1-  Air  Quality.  Banning  is  physically  located  in  the  Southeast 
Desert  Air  Basin  (SEDAB)  and  the  San  Gorgonio  Pass  area.  The 
City  was  included  within  the  SCAQMD  because  of  the  effects  of 
wind-borne  transport  of  SCAB-generated  emissions  into  the  pass 
area.  As  a  result  of  these  wind-transported  emissions, 
Banning  exceeds  the  state  and  federal  air  guality  standards 
for  ozone  and  PM10  (suspended  particulates).  The  City  is 
therefore  subject  to  the  requirements  of  the  SCAQMD  Air 
Quality  Management  Plan. 

The  City  desires  a  balanced  "jobs/housing"  growth  scenario  in 
achieving  clean  air,  especially  regarding  mobile  sources. 
Train  locomotives  and  haul  trucks  serving  the  Eagle  Mountain 

project  will  utilize  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad 

line  and  the  i-io  freeway,  both  of  which  traverse  the  City  of 
Banning. 

The  City  is  concerned  that  any  increase  in  mobile  source 
emissions  from  projects  that  do  not  benefit  the  community's 
"jobs/housing"  balance  will  adversely  affect  our  ability  to 
grow  and  develop  economically.  In  other  words,  a 
disproportionate  burden  will  be  imposed  on  local  projects  to 
"mitigate"  the  increased  vehicle-related  emissions  generated 
in  the  City  by  additional  train  and  haul  truck  trips 
associated  with  the  Eagle  Mountain  Project. 

This  burden  will,  in  effect,  impede  local  development 
opportunities  because  of  added  air  pollution  emissions  which 
are  not  attributable  to  these  local  projects. 
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Under  these  circumstances,  we  believe  the  Eagle  Mountain 
Pro]ect,  with  its  unmitigated  cumulative  air  emissions 
impacts,  will  result  in  a  significant  indirect,  secondary  Sr 
socio-economic  impact  on  the  City  of  Banning  see  Citizens' 
Association  for  Sensible  Develon^nt  nf  Bishon  ArP,  7T^~ 

Qf^mo;     172  Cal.App.  3d  151  [Cal.  Rptr.  8931) It  is   ur 

position  that  the  draft  E.I.R./E.  I.S.  is  deficient-  \ 

the  document  does  not  consider  or  evaluate  thtTocfo- economic 

^t^TneiheofcitTulative  air  guality  impacts  r/°rSe 


2. 


i:oise  . 


Additional 


train  locomotive  movements  and  "bia-ria" 
haul  truck  trips  will  contribute  to  an  incremental  increase  in 
noise  levels  along  the  SPRR/l-10  corridor  through  the 
community.  These  transportation  facilities  already  impact 
community  noise  levels,  and  increases  in  the  freauency 
duration  and/or  levels  of  additional  - 
exacerbate  existing  conditions. 


noise  sources  will 


Sin 


Local  projects  occurring  along  the  SPRR/i-io  transportation 
corridor  through  the  City  will  have  to  "mitigate"  these 
increased  noise  levels  from  the  Eagle  Mountain  Project  unless 
appropriate  mitigation  is  provided  by  the  project  under 
review.  We  feel  this  mitigation  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
project  generating  the  increase  noise  levels  fie  Eaale 
Mountain  Landfill  proponents),  and  should  not  be  indirectly 
imposed  on  future  uses  adjacent  to  the  noise 


source. 

Overriding  Considerations:  In  the  even  that  a  statement  of 
overriding  social  and  economic  considerations  is  prepared  for 
adoption,  we  believe  that  it  must  address  why  railcars  used  to 
transport  the  trash  to  Eagle  Mountain  will  be  returning  empty; 
and  what  rationale  overriding  economic  considerations  there 
^!^-]UStlfy  thls  'one-way'  transport,  especially  given  the 
significant,  unmitigated  air  guality  impacts  of  the  project. 

From  this  perspective,  it  makes  sense  to  establish  a  'truck- 
hL?Hain.v,  tT^ffer  and  distribution  facility  in  the  desert 
^,2  the  I-10/SPRR  where  cargo  coming  into  Los  Angeles  by 
truck  would  be  transferred  to  the  returning  empty  train  cars 
for  transport.  This  would  reduce  the  mobile  air  emissions 
;^h  h"nareds,  .of  ^dividual  diesel  trucks  coming  into  the 
South  Coast  Air  Basin,  and  thereby  benefiting  local  non- 
attainment  air  guality.  ^^a±    «Hn 


Ste*een  ljuddic 
Senior  Planner 


1132 


-S-: 


' . ' .  *  .'.'.'■'.'.».'  T. "}  I' "' . » . ' ."." . "  .".•■'.'■■.'■'■'! ".  'A' '?. '  AT'J' .l  A"  A  W  AWA'A WAl'A VA*A VA^WA VAVAV A1. WA'AV. W^TORBBff^JWAVAHJ*  "J'JVJWT^lWf^HS 


DOCUMENT  0005 


CITY  OF  BANNING 

1434  West  Ramsey  Street  •  P.O.  Box  998 
Banning,  California  92220 
Telephone  (714)  922-1226 


DEPARTMENT  OF 
PLANNING 

August  8,  1991 


BLM 

PALM  SPRINGS-SOUTH  COAST  R.A. 

63-500  Garnett  Ave. 

P.O.  Box  2  000 

Palm  Springs,   CA   92258-2000 

RE:   Draft  EIR/EIS  -  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project 

Gentlemen; 

By  previous  correspondence  dated  August  1,  1991,  we  transmitted  our 
comments  regarding  the  above  referenced  matter.  Due  to  an 
oversight  on  our  part,  Item  No.  4  (below)  concerning  traffic  and 
railroad  crossings  was  inadvertently  omitted  from  our  previous 
comments.  Under  these  circumstances,  please  consider  amending  our 
initial  response  to  include  the  following: 

4.  TRAFFIC/RAILROAD  CROSSING 

The  SPRR  line  is  an  at-grade  facility  as  it  traverses  the  City 
of  Banning,  and  bisects  the  community  in  an  east-west 
alignment.  The  only  means  of  accessing  from  and  to  the 
northern  and  southern  are  as  of  the  City  are  by  way  of  four 
(4)  at-grade  crossings;  except  for  underpasses  at  Highland 
Springs  Ave.  and  Eighth  St. 

These  at-grade  crossing  result  in  traffic  congestion  during 
train  movement  through  the  City,  and  also  impede  the  timely 
response  of  emergency  service  vehicles  to  those  portions  of 
the  City  "cut  off"  by  the  at-grade  Railroad  crossing. 

We  are  concerned  that  additional  train  movements  through  the 
City  generated  by  the  landfill  project  will  increase  the 
frequency  and  duration  of  traffic  congestion  using  existing 
at-grade  crossings.  This,  in  turn,  will  negatively  impact  the 
City's  ability  to  respond  in  a  timely  manner  to  emergency's 
located  on  the  other  end  of  the  railroad  tracts.  This 
represents  an  impact  on  local  public  safety  that  is  an 
unacceptable  risk  to  the  City. 

In  order  to  mitigate  this  safety  impact,  we  believe  it  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  project  proponent  to  provide  adequate 
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August  8,  1991 
Page  2 


funding  for  the  reconstruction  of  two 

at  exist' 

addition 


-  (2)  railroad  underpasses 
at  existing  at-grade  crossings  (Sunset 


to 


and  22nd  St)  . 
mitigating   public   safety   impacts    th«P 
underpasses  would  also  serve  to  relieve  increased'  traffic 

th^.H1^  ^1  dlr  ?Uality  de9radation  impacts  associated  "th 
the  additional  tram  movements  through  Banning. 

Thank  you  for  accepting  our  amended  comments. 


RUDDICK 
Senior  Planner 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2000 

North  Palm   Springs   CA  92258-2000 


P.  C.  Box  2628 

Palm  Springs  CA  92263 

July  29,  1991 


Dear  BLM: 


Re:   proposed  Bagee  Mountain  landfill  project 


We  are  told  that  planning  for  the  above  project  was  hegun  in 
1982.   It  is  now  almost  10  years  later.   Times  have  change^. 

AB  293  requires  a  25%  reduction  in  waste  by  1995,  3?  years 
from  now,  and  50%  reduction  by  2000"   Non-compliance  will 
cause  fines  of  ^lUDOO  per  day'. 


Prom  a  curso 
mation  seems 
Riverside  Go 
We  have  been 
USB ,  REUSE , 
Los  Angeles 
Los  Angeles 
Bach  of  the 
time.   Basle 


ry  review  of  the  BIR,  the  most  important  infor- 

to  have  been  omitted.   What  are  Los  Angeles  County, 
unty,  Orange  County  doing  to  BLIMIKATB  waste? 

hearing,  for  years,  that  BACH  of  us  must  REDUCE 
RBCYCLB.   Up  until  a  year  ago  we  visited  the 
area  occasionally  and  we  saw  no  indication  that 
was  reducing  its  use,  reusing,  or  recycling. 
3  counties  has  some  hard  work  to  do  in  a  short 
Mountain  will  not  be  needed. 


Last  year  the  information  we  were  given  was  that  36,480,000 
pounds  of  waste  daily  could  be  expensively  and  toxically 
transporxec.  200  miles  daily  from  the  coast  to  Bagie  Mountain. 
Capacity  was  said  to  be  1 ,140.000,000,000  pounds  daily. 
Is  there  anyone  who  believes  that  humans  in  Los  ^mgeles 
County,  Riverside  County,  Orange  County  cannot  BLIMINATE 
waste? 

The  attached  newsclip  shows  that  at  one  auto  race  164.160 
pounds  of  waste  were  generated.   Southern  California  is  awash 
in  vehicular  racing.   Racing  is  a  major  producer  of  TOXICS 
and  waste. 

The  BIR  process  should  have  ENDED  at  the  time  AB  293  was 
passed,  and  the  3  counties  should  be  well  on  their  way  to 
ELIMINATING  waste. 

According  to  the  Garbage  Project,  paper  makes  up  50%  of 
landfill  trash. 


%. 


Hi 

:■:■:- 


We   are  asking  the   wrong  question.      The  question  is   NOT 
"where  do   we   put   our  waste?"      The   question   is    "x&hxx  how 
do  we   ELIMINATE  waste"?     Environmental   taxes  will  ELIMINATE 
aaste,  making  each  product  and   service   PAY   ITS   OWN  COSTS. 
Governments   would   be    generating  income.      Each  of   us   would 
be  healthier  and   wealthier  also.      The  mine   pit   could  far 
more  profitably  serve  as  a  site  for  solar  energy,   necessary 
and  clean. 

Very  truly  yours,        ,,     «_, 


cc:   Los   Angeles  Planning  Dept 
Riverside  planning  Dept 
RaydtdPaptt  Orange    Planning  Dept 


(Mrs.   John  Harte 


rt\ 
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COMMITTEES 

AGRICULTURE 

TRANSPORTATION 

GOVERNMENTAL  ORGANIZATION 

WAYS  AND  MEANS 

CHAIRMAN- 

WAVS  AND  MEANS  SUBCOMMITTEE 

ON  TRANSPORTATION 
SELECT-COMMITTEES 
YOUTH  AND  DRUG  ABUSE  PREVENTION 
AVIATION 


CALIFORNIA  LEGISLATURE 


SACRAMENTO  OFFICE 

D  STATE  CAPrrot 

P.O.  BOX  942849 

SACRAMENTO,  CA  94249-0001 

19161*45-5416 

DISTRICT  OFFICES 

C  1650  SPRUCE  STREET.  SUITE  3'0 

RIVERSJDE,  CA  92501 

r7l  41782-3222 

C  790  VINE  STREET 

COACHELLA,  CA  92236 

[819)398-9230 


STEVE  CLUTE 

ASSEMBLYMAN.  SIXTY-EIGHTH  DISTRICT 
RIVERSIDE  COUNTY 

July  30,  1991 


9k 


Russell  L.  Kaldenberg,  Area  Manager 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  Resource  Area 

63-500  Garnet  Ave.,  P.O.  Box  2000 

N.  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

Dear  Mr.  Kaldenberg: 

I  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and 
Report  (EIS/EIR)  on  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  and 
for  the  record,  I  would  like  to  inform  the  Bureau  of  my 
concerns . 

As  a  state  legislator,  I  am  well  aware  of  the  crisis  we  face 
with  regards  to  solid  waste  disposal,  particularly  but  not 
exclusively  in  large  metropolitan  regions  such  as  the  Los 
Angeles  Basin.  I  do  not  want  my  concerns  over  the  impact  of 
the  Eagle  Mountain  Project  on  the  Coachella  Valley  to  be 
misconstrued  as  a  lack  of  sensitivity  about  this  crisis. 

However,  I  believe  we  must  exercise  great  care  to  ensure  that 
we  don't  solve  a  major  problem  in  one  part  of  Southern 
California  only  to  create  yet  another  serious  environmental 
problem  elsewhere.  In  this  case,  I'm  referring  to  the 
Coachella  Valley  and  the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  of 
Riverside  County. 

The  Eagle  Mountain  Project  would  entail  the  transport  of  a 
projected  20,000  tons  of  solid  waste  per  day  from  points  west 
to  the  landfill  site.  It  is  my  understanding  that,  of  this 
amount,  16,000  tons  will  be  moved  by  train  and  4,000  tons  by 
truck  through  the  Coachella  Valley  on  a  daily  basis. 


Printed  on  flecyctod  Paper 
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My  first  concern  is  with  trucks.  It  is  quite  clear  that  200 
large  trucks ,  each  making  one  round  trip  through  the 
Coachella  Valley  per  day  (or  100  trucks,  each  making  two 
round  trips),  will  have  a  negative  impact  on  the  air  quality 
in  the  Southeast  Desert  Basin. 

In  addition,  the  addition  of  these  trucks  to  existing  traffic 
in  the  Coachella  Valley  poses  potential  increases  in 
congestion  and  highway  safety  problems. 

I  am  troubled  by  the  following  sentence,  which  appears  on 
page  155  of  the  Draft  EIR/EIS: 

Due  to  the  widespread  wasteshed  to  be  served  by  truck 
and  the  fact  that  exact  transfer  station  locations  are 
not  yet  identified,  it  is  not  possible  to  quantify  all 
trucking-related  impacts  from  point  of  origin  to  the 
Eagle  Mountain  landfill  site. 

Tens  of  thousands  of  people  make  their  homes  in  the  Coachella 
Valley.  I  believe  they  are  entitled  to  know  exactly  what 
impact  the  trucking  component  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  Project 
will  have  on  their  lives. 

I  suggest  three  options  should  be  given  more  careful  review 
with  regard  to  the  trucking  component  of  the  project.  These 
are  in  my  order  of  preference. 

1)  Eliminating  the  trucking  component  entirely  and  relying 
exclusively  on  rail  for  transporting  the  waste  to  the 
Eagle  Mountain  site. 

2)  Requiring  trucks  directly  associated  with  the  project, 
regardless  of  their  number,  to  use  cleaner  fuels,  such  as 
natural  gas  or  reformulated  gasoline,  until  more  advanced 
technologies  become  available. 

3)  Reducing  the  daily  truck  volume  associated  with  project 
from  the  projected  200  to  50,  or  fewer. 

I  am  also  concerned  about  the  increased  emission  levels  the 
Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  will  experience  as  the  result  of 
the  rail  component  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  project.  Six  trains 
per  day  hauling  waste  from  west  to  east  and  returning  empty 
from  east  to  west  constitute  a  significant  increase  in  the 
number  of  trains  traversing  the  Coachella  Valley. 
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I  understand  emission  control  standards  will  be  rigorously 
applied  to  the  diesel  locomotives  employed  in  the  project 
which  is  well  and  good.  However,  I  believe  every  effort   ' 
should  be  made  by  the  operator(s)  of  the  locomotives  employed 
to  integrate  new  emission  reduction  technologies  into  the 
operation  as  they  become  available.  These  technologies  should 
include  but  not  be  limited  to  selective  catalytic  trap 
oxidizers  and  the  use  of  alternative  fuels  such  as  LPG  or 
compressed  natural  gas. 

In  short,  I  believe  the  residents  of  the  Coachella  Valley 
understand  the  need  for  regional  solutions  to  such  problems 
as  solid  waste  disposal.  I  also  believe  we  owe  them  more  than 
mere  compliance  with  SCAQMD  and  EPA  emission  standards. 

The  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  project  offers  both  the  private 
sector,  in  this  case  the  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  and 
Southern  Pacific,  and  the  public  sector  —  the  local,  state 
and  federal  agencies  involved  in  the  project  —  a  chance  to 
demonstrate  their  willingness  to  go  a  step  beyond  the  letter 
ot  the  law  when  comes  to  controlling  emissions. 

We  have  the  opportunity  to  set  the  highest  environmental 
standards  ever  associated  with  such  a  project  and,  by  doing 
so,  to  set  a  pace  for  similar  projects  on  the  drawing  boards 
nationwide.  It  would  be  sad  were  we  to  allow  this  opportunitv 
to  pass  us  by.  1 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  my  views. 


/  STEVE 


SWC:ch 
(C5188) 


cc: 


Members,  Riverside  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
Mr.  Gary  Kovall 
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July  27,  1991 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

PO  Box  2000 

N.  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

I  wish  to  express  my  opposition"proposed  Eagle  Mountain  land- 
fill.  I  hope  to  think  that  our  deserts  are  more  respected 
for  their  ecological  importance  than  merely  a  dump  site. 

The  desert  is  unsuitable  for  a  landfill.   As  pointed  out  in 
the  May  1991  issue  of  National  Geographic,  even  in  a  damp  climate, 
trash  is  extremely  slow  to  decompose.   Our  dry  climate  would 
preserve  the  waist  making  it  a  permanent  source  of  pollution. 

The  town  of  Desert  Center  and  adjacent  agriculture  is  totally 
dependent  on  ground  water.   The  eminent  ground  water  pollution 
resulting  from  a  landfill  in  this  area  would  be  devastating. 

Lets  not  allow  our  magnificent  deserts  to  become  literal  waist- 
lands.   Disallow  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project. 


Sincerdy, 


CLIFFORD  D.^.THREM 

681  Hoi ley '  Ln. 

Blythe,  CA  92225 
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July  25,  1991 

Mr.  Russell  L  Kaldenberg 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  RJl 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  2000 

N.  Palm  Springs,    CA    92258-2000 


RE:      Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  Proposed  Eagle 
Project/Specific  Plan  s 


Mountain      Landfill 


m 

I 
1 


Dear  Mr.  Kaldenberg: 

The  City  of  El  Segundo  has  received  the  Draft  Environmental  Report  for  the  proposed  Eaele 

IZTir^ft^J  7"  Pl?nning  D*P°*™«  *****  ™tPLe£eTIre1?imptt 
on  the  City  of  El  Segundo  from  the  proposed  project  However,  staff  feels  that  increased 
emissions  to  both  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  and  the  Southeast  DeseJI Air  Basin  ££Sfc 
fined  S  °f  WaSte  materiah  to  the  site  should  °*  carefully  analyzed  in  the 

Sincerely, 


Casey  lire 
Planning  Intern 


CONCURRENCE: 


Sara  Rostamian 
Associate  Planner 


EagleJSR 


City  of  El  Segundo 

Planning  Department 

360  Main  Street 

El  Segundo,  California  9024&-OSS9 

(213)  32Z4670  Ext.  382  -  FAX:  (213)  322-7137 
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ROLFE  E.  TANDBERG 

ATTORNEY  AT  LAW 

5205  VANDERHILL  RD. 

TORRANCE,  CALIFORNIA  90505 

PHONE  (21  J)  378-4827 
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EDITH  CHRISTOPHER-  P.  0.  Box  1463  -  ROSAMOND,  CA  93560-1643  (805)  256-2-5^ 
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BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Pala  Springs  -  South  Coast  Resource  Area 


Att:  Marianne  Wet'zel 

400  South  Farrell  drive     Suite 

Palm  springs,  California  92262 


■205 


1 
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COMMENT  ON  EIS/EIR  PROPOSED  !  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL 

Please  enter  my  commendation  to  the  person/persons  who  conceived  the 
idea. 

For  several  years  I  have  served  on  a  Environmental  Committee  and  saw 
the  need  to  protect  and  save  the  environment  and  the  world. 

Circa  three  years  ago  a  letter  of  proposal  was  sent  to  the  Californis 
State  Office;  ana  to  Kern  County  Supervisor  for  this  area,  to  adopt 

i,i  ':: .,::,  "i,  ?ase  che  County  Undfin  sit^  *°  PeoPie  wh0  were m 


the  recovery  bu 


s iness  . 


Adv|nt||e:  (a)  salvage  recycling  materials,  cut  back  amount  put 
into  tne  riii;  and  aid  employment , AND  AID  THE  ENVIRONMENT.  PLUS  CASH 

gffiffr  R^eyKfCOmsfnate-0fflCial  S3ld  the  ««8«tion  would  be  con- 
siaerea.   The  k.C.  Supervisor  said  the  Mofia  would  take  it  over. 


^ 


^AoaJncr'^  ^    at^endant  if  I  "ight  buy  the  items. 
Against  the  rules,"  was  his  answer] 

Perhaps  I  am  called  a  "String-saver"  but  when  it  comes  to  lives  and 
nature,  it  is  time  for  all  to  think  in  'saving'  terms. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  expressly  opinion. 
Sincerely,    .    ^        - 


:«»*;  .r^-arss  stew-as^n: :::;;:.::-  "hlle 
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Federal  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  2000 

North  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

July  25,  1991 


Department  of  Land  Management: 

We  strongly  urge  you  not  to  allow  the  propose  dump  site  at 
Eagel  Mountain.   We  are  very  concern  about  the  pollution 
that  most  certainly  the  wind  will  blow  into  the  Coachella 
Valley.   If  they  do  not  want  the  air  pollution  in  the  Los 
Angeles  area,  why  do  they  think  that  we  want  it  here  in 
the  Coachella  Valley? 


CxjNXJUf; 


tmiw\ 


Manuel  Romero 

82-100  Valencia  Street 

Indio,  CA  92201 


Lilly  Romero 

82-100  Valencia  Street 

Indio,  CA  92201 
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REPORT  NUMBER  1 


Evaluation  Committee 

P.O.  BOX   460      DESERT  CENTER.  CA     92239 


JULY  8.  1991 


In  the  Spring  of  1990,  the  Evaluation  Committee 
sponsored  public  meetings  to  help  identify  areas  of 
concern  about  the  proposed  landfill.  Because  of  the 
complexity  of  the  issues,  we  broke  up  the  issues ' 
into  the  following  categories: 

1.  Transportation,  traffic,  housing,  and  storage 

2.  Non-water  pollution,  vectors,  birds  and 

animals 

3.  Community  needs  and  available  benefits 

4.  Controls,  monitoring,  correction,  and  re- 

cycling 

5.  Water  pollution. 

There  are  many  other  issues  but  this  provided  the 
framework  for  an  examination  of  how  such  a 
dump  might  effect  our  direct  environment  Some 
of  the  topics  have  overlapping  considerations.  For 
example  traffic  has  a  non-water  pollution  concern. 
Storage  and  recycling  have  some  common  points. 
However,  the  following  is  a  brief  synopsis  of  the 
results  of  these  meetings.  As  we  prepare  to  ex- 
amine and  report  on  the  Environmental  Impact 
Report  (EIR),  we  will  pay  particular  attention  to 
these  community  concerns. 

l.  IauEppjrialiojujrjfj^^ 

The  potential  impact  of  trains  was  of  unusual  im- 
portance. The  frequency,  length,  speed,  and  hours 
of  operation  all  have  a  substantial  impact  on  those 
near  to  the  right  of  way.  Where  there  is  a  crossing 
of  rail  lines  and  roadways,  safety  and  traffic  dis- 
ruption are  important  considerations  especially  on 
Kaiser  Road  Not  only  wiU  that  become  a  "com- 
mute" road,  but  the  school  bus  operations  should 
have  some  effect  on  times  of  train  crossings. 
Another  expressed  concern  was  the  potential 
pollution  of  the  area  from  improperly  maintained 
rail  line  equipment  The  inspection  and  repair 
standards  need  examination.  While  the  containers 
on  the  rail  cars  are  closed,  they  are  not  expected  to 


be  water  tight.  Therefore  the  potential  leaking  of 
material  along  the  railroad  right  of  way  becomes  a 
direct  pollution  factor  requiring  strict  mitigation 
practices.  The  operational  plan  calls  for  4  to  6 
trains  per  day  at  maximum  usage.  The  switch 
engine  activity  to  uncouple,  shuffle  and  re 
assemble  those  trains  may  present  more  impact  on 
<he  immediate  Eagle  Mountain  area  than  the  main 
transportation  engines.  The  storage  of  rail  cars  nnd 
their  containers  waiting  unloading  and  re  loading 
and  assembling  could  be  substantial.  Concern  was 
voiced  about  the  cleaning  of  the  emptied  containers 
and  where  that  refuse  and  liquid  would  be  released 
and  how  it  would  be  contained 

The  term  "traffic"  was  adopted  to  refer  specifically 
to  vehicular  operations  including  cars,  supply 
trucks  and  waste  hauling  vehicles.  The  growth  of 
commercial  or  governmental  activity  in  the  Eagle 
Mountain  area  is  certain  to  bring  more  "commute" 
type  traffic  along  Kaiser  Road.  Its  width,  condition 
and  safety  controls  are  considerations.  The  poten- 
tial increase  of  traffic  accidents  will  impact  on  the 
operations  of  the  volunteer  rescue  unit.  While  not 
specific  to  a  dump  operation,  these  issues  will  need 
to  be  evaluated  with  any  increase  in  population  or 
activity  in  the  valley.  Any  major  operation  at  Eagle 
Mountain  will  require  more  "supply"  type  trucks  to 
bring  in  fuel  equipment,  materials,  and  supplies. 
The  potential  use  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  Road  for 
this  traffic  should  be  examined  to  relieve  the  im- 
pact on  Kaiser  Road  However,  should  the  maxi- 
mum 200  waste  trucks  per  day  also  be  routed  over 
Eagle  Mountain  Road  its  width,  condition  and 
safety  controls  become  more  important  issues.  If 
other  access  roads  are  contemplated  their  route, 
juncture  with  highways,  size  and  condition  need 
evaluation.  The  use  of  trucks  for  hauling  waste 
seems  to  ran  counter  to  the  concept  of  rail  hauL 
The  impact  on  Interstate  10  traffic  was  a  major 
concern.  The  expected  arguments  in  favor  of  this 
component  may  be  much  less  valid  that  the  nega- 
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tive  impact  caused  by  these  trucks. 

The  impact  of  additional  workers  in  the  area  fa. 
dudes  the  need  for  additional  housing.  Tradition- 
ally those  active  fa  the  worlc  forcc  hflvc 

ncluding  children.  While  not  imputing  a  "pollu- 
ion    factor  to  families  and  children,  the  change  of 
the  nature  of  the  community  from  being 
significantly  a  retirement  type  to  a  more  dynamic 
type  causes  concern  to  some  persons.  Again,  this 
factor  is  not  specific  to  landfills,  just  to  growth. 
However,  the  location  of  additional  housing  wilj. 
have  impact  on  support  business  location,  traffic, 
school  and  church  centers  and  generally  shape  the 
development  of  the  valley.  With  through  traffic  in 
the  Desert  Center  area  and  operational  activities  in 
the  Eagle  Mountain  area,  conflicts  of  interests  can 
be  expected.  It  can  be  conceded  that  these  issues 
arc  not  those  which  an  EIR  should  be  concerned, 
he  details  of  the  operational  plan  and  the  mitiga- 
tion factors  related  to  those  operational  plans  will 
result  m  other  issues  arising  which  do  have  an 
impact  on  evaluation. 

Storage  can  include  both  long  term  and  short  terra 
To  the  extent  that  truclcs,  trains,  and  containers 
remain  for  a  period  of  time  within  the  valley  a 
storage  issue  is  raised.  The  chance  for  pollution 
increases  with  storage  length.  Containers  may  leak 
truclcs  my  leave  motors  running  and  trains  my 
deposit  thClr  own  special  contaminates.  Clearly  the 
mitigation  factor  in  this  case  is  to  reduce  the 
storage-  time  as  well  as  clean  up  the  drips  and 
turn  off  the  motors.  But  another  storage  issue  need 
more  specialized  attention.  This  operational  plan 
calls  for  the  storage,  in  containers,  of  recyclable 
material  for  re  haul  to  buyers  based  on  market 
conditions.  Besides  the  question  about  the  length  of 

St!tdTtity  **-»««**«  located  in  the 
desert,  and  the  possibility  of  leaks,  degradation, 
odors,  vector  attraction  and  similar  concerns,  there 
are  market  nsks  to  consider.  Should  markets  not 
exists,  what  is  the  ultimate  disposal  of  these 

.fS^." and  if  dDmpcd  into  thc  P*  docs  th«< 

affect  the  tonnage  within  the  permit  limits?  There 
was  strong  support  for  a  prohibition  against 
dumping  any  of  thc  stored  rccycalbcs  into  thc 


landfill 


2.  NQnzwatci^r^Uution^^.«o«J)ir^anoLammal$, 

Non  water  pollution  involves  adverse 
environmental  impacts  from  sound,  light,  dust,  and 
smell.  All  traffic  operations  effect  each  of  these, 
but  they  will  be  addressed  in  the  transportation, 
and  traffic  reports.  At  thc  landfill  site  itself, 
vehicles  will  be  taking  containers  from  the  rail  site 
to  the  dump  face  and  then  tractors  will  be  covering 
the  waste.  The  covering  material  will  need  to  be 
moved  also  While  these  operations  seem  no  more 
noisy  than  the  operation  of  thc  Kaiser  mine,  we 
will  be  examining  what  mitigation  measures  are 
proposed  Hours  of  operation,  transport  routes  and 
type  of  equipment  used  will  make  a  difference. 
Dust  pollution  problems  can  be  compared  with 
those  experienced  during  thc  mine  operation. 
Mitigation  measure  arc  likely  to  include  watering 
down  roads  and  perhaps  applying  other  dust  con- 
trol materials.  The  paving  or  rocking  of  roadways 
will  be  a  likely  mitigation  method.  The  effective- 
ness of  these  methods  can  be  evaluated  in  thc  light 
of  prior  operations  and  technological  improve- 
ments. Thc  factor  of  light  pollution  was  not  con- 
sidered a  major  problem  when  compared  to  major 
light  polluters  such  as  the  Chuckwalla  Prison  and 
Coachella  Valley  urban  growth.  The  problem  of 
unpleasant  odors  causes  concern.  The  continuous 
coverage  of  waste  is  part  of  the  design  plan  and  is 
said  to  nearly  eliminate  odors,  even  in  the  im- 
mediate area  of  the  landfill  However,  this 
particular  pollution  problem  is  potentially  more 
damaging  to  our  environment  than  any  other  ex- 
cept water  pollution.  We  will  carefully  examine  the 
mitigation  proposals. 

The  leaking  of  odors  and  gasscs  from  thc  incoming 
and  the  on  site  containers  is  another  source  of 
pollution.  Landfill  gasscs  themselves  are  to  be 
monitored  and  cither  burned  off  or  recovered  for 
energy  conversion.  At  the  present  it  is  unclear 
whether  these  gasscs  would  create  an  odor  problem 
or  would  have  any  significant  effect  on  the  air 
quality  in  the  area. 
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Vectors  is  a  term  applied  to  insects,  rodents,  snakes, 
and  sometimes  to  birds  and  other  creatures.  The 
obvious  question  is  what  effect  the  operation  of  a 
landfill  -will  have  on  those  present  populations  that 
exist  in  a  more  natural  state.  Many  of  these  vectors 
will  move  out,  be  destroyed  or  remain  in  a  much 
smaller  population  Without  judging  the 
desirability  of  these  creatures,  the  question  to  be 
considered  is  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  effect 
and  what  mitigation  measures,  if  any,  are  to  be 
followed  A  concurrent  vector  problem  deals  with 
what  creatures  the  landfill  will  attract  and  then 
what  other  vectors  will  follow  that  migration.  Of 
particular  concern  is  a  potential  increase  in  the 
population  of  seagulls  and  ravens  and  how  far  they 
may  spread  from  the  dumpsitc.  If  present  in  larger 
numbers,  what  effect  would  that  have  on  other 
native  birds.  Of  special  interest  to  local  farmers  is 
the  possibility  of  more  agricultural  pests  becoming 
established  in  the  valley  as  the  result  of  their  being 
imported  on  the  waste  material. 

It  would  seem  that  shy  animals  such  as  bighorn 
sheep,  bobcats  and  deer  would  move  away  from  the 
activity  of  the  landfill  site.  On  the  other  hand, 
coyotes  may  be  attracted  to  the  waste  material  and 
are  seldom  frightened  of  human  population  The 
plans  to  mitigate  the  loss  of  some  animals  and 
control  other  is  a  complex  but  vital  part  of  the 
review  process. 

Because  it  did  not  fit  neatly  into  another  category 
the  aesthetics  of  the  land  fill  operation  was  dis- 
cussed. The  operations  themselves  seem  to  be 
visually  shielded  from  the  population  areas  of  the 
valley.  However,  should  material  be  allowed  to 
blowout  or  wash  out  from  the  landfill  area  onto 
the  valley  floor,  a  serious  and  adverse  impact 
would  occur.  Mitigation  measures  should  include 
methods  of  collecting  escaped  debris. 

While  not  directly  an  clement  of  the  EIR,  the 
committee  believes  that  a  complete  evaluation  of 
the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  should  include  any 


beneficial  effects  which  might  flow  to  the  area 
from  this  type  and  scope  of  operation.  Clearly 
more  local  jobs  will  be  created  and  the  community 
population  base  will  be  expanded.  With  more 
people  and  more  spending,  there  is  a  greater 
opportunity  for  expansion  of  local  dealers  in 
goods  and  services.  However,  these  effects  would 
flow  from  any  large  operation  and  is  not  directly 
related  to  the  landfill  itself.  However,  what  is 
unique  in  this  proposal  is  that  the  County  of 
Riverside  will  be  receiving  a  substantial  amount 
.    of  yearly  income  from  the  landfill  operations. 
While  these  funds  go  into  the  general  fund. 
Supervisor  "Corky"  Larson  sponsored  and 
obtained  an  agreement  from  the  County  Board  of 
Supervisors  that  1/2  of  the  proceeds  would  be 
spend  in  the  desert  areas  of  Riverside  County. 
Generally  that  area  includes  all  communities  from 
Whitewater  to  Blythe.  In  order  for  the  local  resi- 
dents to  directly  benefit  from  these  funds,  the 
committee  has  sought  to  identify  the  perceived 
needs.  Those  receiving  the  highest  interest  are  as 
follows: 

*  Lo_caJ  law  enforcement 

*  Moving  and  improving  the  public  school  and 

with  an  increased  population,  returning  the 
high  school  to  the  valley 

*  Improving  the  water  system  for  Lake 

Tamarisk 

*  Eliminating  the  Lake  Tamarisk  special 

assessment 

*  Local  garbage  and  trash  pickup 

*  Financial  support  for  the  Rescue  Unit 

*  Fostering  some  type  of  local  Medical  clinic 

Members  of  the  committee  have  met  with 
Supervisor  Larson  and  she  expressed  a  willingness 
to  direct  appropriate  County  agencies  to  meet 
with  committee  members  to  develop  a  finite  and 
specific  list  of  foreseeable  projects  for  considera- 
tion in  budget  preparations.  This  activity  will  be- 
come one  of  the  most  important  tasks  of  the 
committee  in  the  event  the  landfill  is  approved. 
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4.  CpnJw]sJ_roonitodngjprr.eclbit&jKcxcling 

This  proposed  landfill  has  applied  for  a  permit  to 
conduct  operations  within  some  specific  limits. 
Train  loads  are  projected  to  be  4  to  6  per  day,  but 
the  maximum  amount  to  be  hauled  by  rail  is 
specified  as  16,000  tons  per  day.  Highway  hauling 
is  specified  at  a  maximum  of  4,000  tons  per  day 
estimated  to  be  not  more  than  200  trucks  per  da> 
The  amount  to  be  placed  with'n  the  landfill  is 
scheduled  at  no  more  than  20,000  tons  per  day.  It 
is  unclear  whether  the  hauling  of  containers  of 
recyclable  is  within  the  above  amounts  or  in  excess 
thereof.  It  is  unclear  if  the  maximum  per  day  is  an 
average  or  a  daily  limit  not  to  be  exceeded.  All  of 
these  issues  should  be  more  specifically  detailed  in 
the  EIR.  The  community  concerns  which  we  have 
heard  deal  with  the  monitoring  of  these  limits  and 
the  need  for  local  citizen  involvement  in  oversight. 

There  have  been  several  alterations  of  the  initial 
specific  landfill  site.  Should  operations  begin,  it  is 
necessary  to  have  some  specific  controls  in  place 
which  establish  the  extent,  size  and  location  of  the 
face  of  the  landfill  and  to  insure  that  appropriate 
independent  inspections  are  made  to  insure  com- 
pliance with  the  mitigation  measures. 

The  safety  of  the  water  supply  is  very  dependent 
on  the  methods  of  preventing  Icachate  from 
reaching  the  aquifer.  Both  liquid  and  gas  developed 
within  the  landfill  can  pollute  the  underground 
water,  therefore  the  monitoring  systems  need  to  be 
effective,  redundant,  their  results  publicly  available 
and  the  conditions  for  reducing  or  stopping  the 
landfill  operations  dearly  sctforth.  A  caries  of 

contingency  plans  for  correcting  pollution  needs  to 

be  in  place  and  local  public  participation  in  the 
oversight  seems  important 

This  project  is  designed  around  the  concept  of 
accepting  only  household  and  commercial  waste 
without  any  hazardous  materials.  Recyclable  ele- 
ments are  to  be  removed  and  the  rest  compressed 
to  remove  moisture  before  loading  on  containers. 
These  operations  take  place  at  a  "transfer  station- 


located  near  the  waste  source.  Because  most  of 
these  sources  aie  outside  Riverside  County,  and 
therefore  not  under  "our"  control,  it  is  important 
that  all  contracts  for  receipt  of  waste  comply  with 
the  permits  of  THIS  County  and  the  performance 
of  those  contracts  be  monitored  by  Riverside 
County  personnel.  Because  of  the  jurisdictional 
problems,  it  will  probably  be  necessary  for  that 
inspection  to  occur  at  Eagle  Mountain.  Clear  cut 
procedures  for  returning  unacceptable  waste 
needs  to  be  part  of  the  mitigation  factors  of  the 
EIR. 

5.  Watcr_4x>J]u.tio_n 

This  scheduled  meeting  was  placed  last  because  of 
its  importance.  We  had  expected  the  EIR  to  be  out 
prior  to  the  meeting  so  that  some  definite  plans 
and  designs  could  be  examined.  The  Committee's 
reasoning  was  based  on  the  technical  nature  of 
this  issue  and  its  importance.  Without  a  specific 
design  plan,  we  could  only  speculate  on  the 
matter.  When  the  EIR  was  delayed,  there 
appeared  to  be  no  reason  to  hold  this  meeting  and 
it  was  cancelled.  The  committee  has  heard  no 
dissenting  voice  on  this  matter.  If  our  water  is  in 
danger  of  pollution  no  possible  other  benefits  can 
offset  it.  This  issue,  by  itself,  is  more  important 
that  all  others  combined  and  multiplied  by  a 
factor  of  own's  choosing  Without  acceptable 
water  quality,  this  valley  can  not  support  human 
life.  With  it,  the  future  looks  ever  brighter  to 
many  who  have  moved  here  permanently. 

There  are  those  who  equate  this  landfill  with  the 
Stringfellow  problem.  But  design  differences  need 

to  be  considered  before  such  a  comparison  can  be 

fairly  made. 

There  are  others  (included  some  County  offices) 
who  have  declared  our  present  water  unsafe  to 
drink.  Those  who  have  lived  here  for  many  years 
consider  such  declarations  misleading  and  unfair. 

In  the  former  case,  Stringfcllow  was  a  chemical 
waste  dump  in  an  improperly  designed  and  poorly 
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from  tl  H      ^  ^  may  have  bcc"  «««"<* 
fa££?.     Kgnuf^hCSe  Pr°b,em  ,andfi,Js  a«d  that 

Xt£  nsed  to  evalnatc  this  P^0^ 

"    laitfLCase«  0UT  ™tc'  i*  Wgh  in  fluoric, 
which  JQMS  m  called  experts  declare  is  harmful 
to  human  health.  But  experts  differ,  and  their 
opinions  often  change  over  time. 

The  committee  will  do  its  best  to  analyze  what 
protect™  exist  in  the  proposed  plan.  We  wiU  try 
to  bring  some  reasoned  evaluation  of  the  evidence 
ubmittcd  and  if  appropriate,  find  other  "experts" 
to  aid  us  in  the  search  for  greater  truth.  This  is 
probably  not  an  issue  about  which  anyone  will  be 
satisfied,  except  to  the  extent  that  the  "evidence- 
match  one  s  preconceived  notions. 

S'tS-if  ti2En,J88ked  for  a  100%  guarantee  that 
the  landfill  would  not  leak  in  100  years.  Another 
suggested  that  a  100%  guarantee  could  not  be 
fpven  that  the  placet  Earth  would  survive  for  100 
years.  In  realty,  the  only  evaluation  that  can  be 
made  is  on  the  basis  of  probabilities. 

So,  water  IS  the  issue.  We  will  try  to  bring  you 
ome  additional  information  to  help  your  comfort 
level  with  your  ultimate  decision  on  the  proposed 

ADDITIONAL  MATTERS 

Z'JZT™  *°>  e",arge  ,hc  P«ticiP«'i°n  in  the 
committee  and  ass.gn  each  of  these  issues  to  one  or 
more  persons  for  their  analysis  and  report  Tncl 
reports  wJl  be  discussed  and  proposed^  S 
tr.tat.on.  If  there  is  dissent  the  dissenter  or  dis- 
senters can  prepare  a  minority  report  which  will 
also  be  forwarded.  Our  purocL.  «  »J,T  a 
thinking  for  you.  it  is  J^*^** 
JJjtaM  net  the  espousal  of  a  posLa  Z^t 
part  of  this  community  and  we  want  yon  to  be  S, 
of  this  evaluation  process.  If  YOn  t,.,  ,*T 

that  addresses  ^^S^*Sff* 
cover)  please  write  them  up  for  submission  to  the 
committee.  Wc  will  disseminate  your  reasoned 
analysis,  but  not  your  position  statements. 


You  may  expect  to  receive  about  8  reports,  hope- 
fully within  the  next  2  months.  The  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  will  begin  public  meetings  near 
the  end  of  August  The  County  of  Riverside  will 
start  later  in  the  fall  to  insure  that  we  have  our 
Uugest  population  present  and  able  to  participate. 
We  hope  to  be  able  to  help  you  prepare  for  those 
public  hearings. 

One  final  note.  As  'part  of  their  community  in- 
volvement Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  will  be 
paying  for  the  duplication  and  mailing  of  these 
reports.  They  have  no  editorial  authority  regarding 
the  contents.  As  part  of  their  community  in- 
volvement Aljoba  Research.  Inc  and  Desert 
Harvest  Packing  are  permitting  the  use  of  their 
computers,  softwear  programs  and  printers  to 
prepare  these  reports.  As  part  of  their  community 
involvement,  the  members  of  the  Evaluation 
Committee  are  devoting  their  time  and  attention  to 
the  tasks  of  reading,  analyzing,  reasoning  and 
writing  reports  for  your  assistance. 


PLEASE.  AS  PART  OF  YOUR  COMMUNITY 
INVOLVEMENT. 

READ  THE  REPORTS 

ALLOW  REASONING,  RATIONAL 
JUDGMENT  AND  THOUGHTFUL 
DECISION  TO  PREVAIL  OVER  FEAR 
EMOTIONS  AND  RIGIDITY 

COME  TO  THE  PUBLIC  MEETINGS  AND 
P-ARTJCIEATEJ 


.....   .... 
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Editor.  The  Press-Enterprise: 

Citizens  of  Palm  Springs,  Palm 
Desert  and  other  desert  dries  may 
soon  have  tons  of  garbage 
crammed  down  their  throats  each 
day  and  may  not  even  be  aware  of 
it  until  it  is  too  late. 

When  the  plans  of  Kaiser  and 
MRC  proceed,  20.000  tons  of  Los 
Angeles  garbage  will  be  traveling 
through  those  towns,  beginning  in 
1992,  on  its  journey  to  Eagle  Moun- 
tain to  become  the  world's  largest 
landfill. 

If.  perhaps,  one  of  the  Southern 
Pacific  trains  that  is  carrying  this 
garbage  happens  to  have  an  acci- 
dent —  as  they  have  twice  in  the 
past  two  weeks  —  you  will  not  only 
be  smelling  the  result,  but  you 
might  also  have  to  be  evacuated 
from  your  home  as  many  other 

poor  people  have 

MARIAN  R.  LTVENGOOD 
Desert  Center 

Clean  up  their  own  mess 

Editor,  The  Press-Enterprise: 

...  It  is  time  for  Los  Angeles  and 
other  urban  areas  to  take  responsi- 
bility for  their  life  styles.  They 
make  the  garbage,  they  deal  with 
it,  instead  of  displaying  this  con- 
stant NIMBY  —  not  in  my  back 
yard  —  attitude.  We  all  agree  there 
is  a  waste  disposal  crisis  in  South' 
ern  California.  It  would  be  foolish, 
however,  to  attempt  to  alleviate 
one-  proWem  ami  end  up  creating 
additional  waste  problems  in  the 
form  of  air  pollution  and  ground- 
water contamination. 

It  is  time  to  implement  the 
incredible  technology  available. 
and  deal  with  garbage  safely,  not 
bury  it  in  some  hole  acting  as 
though  the  problem  is  gone! 

LARRY  &.  DONNA  CHARPIED 
Desert  Center  ■ 
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 


PETE  WILSON.  Governor 


STATE  LANDS  COMMISSION 

LEO  T.  MCCARTHY.  Lieutenant  Governor 

GRAY  DAVIS.  Controller 

THOMAS  W.  HAYES.  Director  of  Finance 


EXECUTIVE  OFFICE 
1807-  13th  Street 
Sacramento.  CA  95814 

CHARLES  WARREN 
Executive  Officer 


File  Ref . :      prc   5618 
SD    89-08-23 


August    5,     1991 


■■:■■ 


'V) 


Ms.  Carol  Whiteside 

State  Projects  Coordinator 

The  Resources  Agency 

1416  Ninth  Street  Room  449 

Sacramento,  CA   9  5814 

Ms.  Mary  Anne  Wetzel 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  Resource  Area 

400  s.  Farrell  Drive,  Suite  B-205 

Palm  Springs,  CA   92262 

Dear  Mesdames: 

DraftSt|nvi™™i^=,SitatTe  La?dS  Commission  (SLC)  has  reviewed  the 

st»2™-5  ,n£E?e  }     ImpaCt  ReP°rt/ Draft  Environmental   Impact 

sSS^T3'  f°r  ?S  Pr°P°sed  Ea9^  Mountain  Landfill  Project 

comments      )-  °"  *"'  r6VieW'  "*  °ffer  toe  *°^°^9 


§ 


a^^tLft&^edJin  °Ur  SePtember  27,  1989  letter  of  response  (copy 
attached)  to  the  Notice  of  Preparation,  the  proposed  project 
IE?  is*  at0RlnVolve  lands  under  the  jurisdiction  or  the  SLC  £?£ 

Qualitv  Act  ?rrna\  ^e"CJ  U*nder  the  Calif°rnia  Environmental 
Quality  Act  (CEQA) .  The  draft  document  should  therefore  make 
^nnC!  tV"**  Crests  within  the  discussion  on  page  IS? 
Areas?     "  EX1Sting  Land  Use  Plans  and  Policies  in  Surrounding 


Page  XX  in  the  Executive  Summary  states  that  materials 
E?"E&f?HllltlM  (MRFS)  are  "•••necessary  to  serve  toe  SSlS  » 
EIS/ElS  TH6y  ^  ";--n0t  discussed  in  d«tail  in  the  draft 
Se'Srs"  .^^^nt  xs  inappropriate.  If  the  project  requires 
the  MRFs,  then  the  documentation  must  account  for  impacts  of  all 
reasonably  foreseeable  components  of  the  project.  Laurel  HplhJ 
improvement  Assn  v  Regents  of  Unjv.rsit?  of"  CaTifnrnil  ^Sf  S 
376  1988,  states  "...an  EIR  must  include  an  analysis  of  the 
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environmental  effects  of  future  expansion  or  other  action  if:  (i) 
it  is  a  reasonably  foreseeable  consequence  of  the  initial  project- 
and  (2)  the  future  expansion  or  action  will  be  significant  in  that 
it  will  likely  change  the  scope  or  nature  of  the  initial  project  or 
its  environmental  effects." 

The  Section  on  land  exchanges,  Figures  6,  9  and  12  show  Kaiser 
Steel  Resources  transferring  lands  to  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management.  Once  again,  as  these  lands  contain  a  reserved  minerals 
interest  which  is  under  SLC  jurisdiction,  reference  to  such  State 
interests  should  be  contained  in  the  environmental  document. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.  If  you  have  any 
questions  regarding  content  of  the  EIR/EIS,  please  contact  Kirk 
Walker  at  (916)  322-0530.  For  questions  regarding  SLC 
jurisdiction,  contact  Alex  Gonzales  at  (213)  590-5220. 


Sincerely, 


Attachment 


ZketiZz^J^t. 


1 1     ft 

DWIGHT/£.  SANDERS,  Chief, 
Environmental  Planning  and  Management 


cc:   Kirk  Walker 

Alex  Gonzales 
David  Mares 


I 
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ernardino 


DEPARTMENT      OF      P L A  N  N  I  N a     AND      IUILOIHQ      SERVICE. 

AL        BOUGHEY.AICP 
D    I    H   E   C   T   O   B 


1 
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August  14,1991 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs  -  South  Coast  R.A. 

63-500  Garnet  Ave. 

P.O.  Box  2000 

N.    Palm   Springs,    CA   92258-2000 


Subject: 


Dear  Sir: 


f!^?   °fDthS   °5aft   EIS/EIR   for   the   Eagle  Mountain 
Landfill   Project 


sSityc0ommfe0ntsthe   °PPOrtunit*   to   "view  the   subject   document   and 

Ht^ty  +°f  San  Bernardin°  has  a  concern  with  the  potential   truck 
traffic    traversing    the    City    via    I-io.        The    truck    ston    at  ^! 

»suSreScks»f  HThe'raLa?%and  ^^  Boulava^cafbf  u^ed^y 
super  trucks".  The  facility  is  in  the  city  of  Colton  but  tmrtc 
using  it  would  have  to  travel  our  local  streets!  The  5.22! 
Avenue  intersection  would  be  used  for  access  and  later  the  Carnegie 
Drive    ramp    when     it    is    completed.        We    are    concerned    with the 

likee?neLC°^eSti°"   and  acc^ent  Potential   as   a   reSS?   and  woSd 
like  to  see  this  addressed  further.  ia 

Sincerely, 

'    Valerie  C.  Ross 
Senior  Planner 


cc: 


Gene  Klatt,  Assistant  city  Engineer 


VCR: das 

eaglemtn.ltr 


300        NORTH 
C    A    L    I    f    0    R    N    I 


STREET.         SAN         BERNARDINO 
»   «    *    1    •     •     0    0    0    1  (714)114-1071/1017 


PRIDE    J 
I  IN  PROGRESS 


^1^^^^^»« 
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DUAME  E.  JOHNSON  and  CAROL  J.  JOHNSON 
P. 0. BOX  99 
Desert  Center,  California  92239 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P. 0. BOX  2000 

North  Palm  Springs,  Ca.  92258-2000 

SUBJECT:  Landfill  site  proposed  by  MRC  at  Eagle  Mountain 
GENTLEMAN : 


7-31-89 


1 

■■:■■/. 

■■■/>. 

:.:.: 


-■■». 


2 
3 

4 
5 


1.  Contamination  of  water: 

0ME  THQUS^n130^1  *!  1!1  ^°nceived-   MWD  say's  there  is  NINE  MILLION, 
ONE  THOUSAND,  Acre  Feet  of  water  in  the  aquifer  under  this  valley 
With  water  in  such  short  supply  it  seems  that  someone  would  be  trying 
to   md  a  way  to  conserve  the  water,  instead  of  a  almost  sure  way  of 
ridding  us  of  it,  by  contamination.   MRC  says  a  better  liner   but  ^n 
rea.ity,  no  liner  will  stop  the  water  from  being,  contaminated.   There 
.3  some  kind  of  fissure  at  the  bottom  of  the  pit.   MWD  had  at  one  time 


t  ho  u°r. 


using  the  pit  as  some  kind 


on  reservoir.   Their  study  show- 


*n  L^^uS°mT  ^"^^  the  Plt-   They  also  seemed  t0  Know  of  no  way 
t2„"»o+  ""1E       •  °-d  miners  tel]  the  st°ry  and  have  pictures  of 
h  weter  seeping  into  the  pit,  and  covering  the  equipment  that  was 

^n*u    Plt'   This  seePaee  was  not  due  to  rain  fall,  from  above  or 
around  the  pit  area.   The  aquifer  can  sustain  over  a  million  peopU 

of  don^1tnCrnSered.Pr°Perly-   ThiS  WOUld  be  a  savings  of  millions 
or  dollars  to  California  tax  payers. 

2.  Endangerment  to  wildlife: 

Indigenous  to  the  area  is  the,  Desert  Tortoise.   They  could  not 
survive   because  of  predators  such  as  sea  gulls  which  would  almost 
assuredly  come  to  this  area  in  far  greater  numbers  than  we  now  have 
me  air  pollution  from  the  dump  could  seriously  effect  the  balance  <n 
wmch  plants  grow  and  water  is  stored  for  them  to  consume.   The  mount- 
ain sheep  here  are  also  indigenous  to  the  area.   Granted  they  are  a 
hardier  animal  than  a  reptile,  but  the  same  pollution  could  effect 
them.   You  are  looking  at  a  totally  different  kind  of  pollution  than 
was  ever  emitted  by  Kaiser  Steel.   The  air  would  be  polluted  with  far 
more  corrosive  pollutants  than  now  exist.   There  are  many  animals  out 
here  that  would  be  effected  in  some  way.   You  can  not  ruin  a  food 
chain,  even  if  it  is  Just  for  a  small  animal. 

3.  Trains; 

The  old  rail  line  to  the  mine  were  used  to  run  short  trains   of 
empty,  open  gondola  cars,  up  to  the  mine.   These  tracks  would  have  to 
be  completely  rebuilt  to  accommodate  new  heavier  longer  trains   There 
is  also  the  possibility  that  trains  of  that  size  could  not  pull  the 
grade  up  to  the  mine.   The  emissions  from  these  trains  would  be  incal- 
culable, at  this  time.   Building  the  rail  line  will  take  several 
years   cost  it  seems  would  be  very  heavy.   No  government  loans   or 
guarantees  should  be  given,  that  put  the  taxpayers  in  jeopardy  of  hav- 
ing to  pickup  the  bills  for  the  building  of  the  line.   If  it  takes 
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DUANE  E.  JOHNSON  and  CAROL  J.  JOHNSON 
P.O.BOX  99 
Desert  Center,  California  92239 

3.  Trains:  con 'd  from  page  1 

lV°H2l   Taru   t0  bUild'  What  haPPe"s  to  the  plans  to  move  only  200 
Hundred  trucks  per  day.   Wouldn't  that  figure  multiple  bv  a  loo   !p, 
ormore?  The  building  of  the  railroad  would  endanger  the  Desert  Tor 
toise  and  many  other  species  indigenous  to  the  are! 

Trains  have  a  very  bad  record  of  over  weiehts   anri  t„  i„no  * 

£2\o    ?S   a^'der^   US^^'™*^^ 

week    is,     SeaCliff,    California.       Wn^el    olar i«  caulS  Sj.IlSni"   IS* 

hwy    101    is    shut    down   for   almost    a  week.       What    if    this   ha^ened    near 

S,VS?!h  ^lif°,rniua'    and  the  Prevailing  winds   took  ?he  cloCds  of 
gases    over   that    area?      How  many   people   would    re   effected   and   how   much 

cern?serttyhdamage \WU?   reSUlt    from  such  a  derailment        KnSs   and 

SL, tf?'LrS     -r°ad   C°Uld   be    the   ™5t    C0StlV   ^stake.       A   major   with 
;°!S   °f.Uferanc   P«Perty   damage   was    in   San  Bernardino      California 
I™rirVSft    the   traCkS    and   ^stroyed   homes    and   closed  °-' 

freeway,     for   sometime.       Sure    the    railroads   say   were    sorry   and   vlv  out 
some   moneys    to    those   who    are    left.       But    does   that    rein ^mSS   Sp   the 
difference    to    someone   who    lost    a    loved   one?  P 

4.  Trucks : 

Two  hundred  trucks  per  day,  works  out  to  8.33  trucks  per  hour   if 
they  run  a  24  hour  day,  that  is  doubtful  though.   That  is  1  38  trucks 
every  seven  C7)minutes,  on  Indio  hill.  Truck  traffic  on  the  Indio  hill 
now  is  almost  to  heavy.   There  are  near  misses  all  the  time   from  some 
one  driving  to  fast  and  the  trucks  to  slow,  for  the  2  lanes 'of  ??affic 
^USVhe  hil1  e^y   day.   200  trucks  with  each  diese?  engine 
running  for  minimum  of  7hrs.   Thats  1400  hours  a  day  every  diy  of  the 
week,  that  would  be  polluting  the  air.  =  very  aay  oi  me 

Take  a  look  at  the  average  trash  truck  on  the  city  streets   They 
are  leaking  liquid  from  there  container,  or  the  engine.  Ti res  are  used 
°tLTeZ*r-       RSCapS  WiU  n0t  with^and  the  heat  of^hese  desert  roadl 
the  drivers  are  not  as  qualified  as  they  would  like  you  to  think 
Sure  they  all  have  licences  to  drive.  But  their  experience  is  Umited 
Of  course  they  will  be  driving  semi's  MRC  says.  Zt    they  have  tested' 

he  drivers  "and  ne^f/tH  h"e  °Ver  &  year  ag°'  T    tal*ed  *°  °"  ^ 
tne  drivers   and  he  said  they  were  testing  the  trucks  to  see  how  lone 

and  how  much  trouble  they  were  going  to  have,  with  tire  wire  and  main- 
modern  SerTce^Tt  7Lr.Vr°m  BriKWaSte  ManaS^-t,  and  I  think  frSm 
Moaern  Services.   At  least  one  of  the  trucks  was  from  L  A   and  had 

been  refurbished.  Another  was  a  brand  new  unit.  The  last  was  a  used 
truck  from  some  where  else  closer.  ' 

Capitol  out  lay  to  put  more  patrol  cars  on  the  road   and  in  thP 
inspections  station  will  have  to  be  increased.   An  aTSealy  stretS  ed 
state  budget   I'm  sure  does  not  allow  for.   Cal-Trans  wUl  hive  more 
repairs  to  make  to  the  roads  that  they  don't  have  the  money  for.   Of 

stir™^!?^^™ to pick up the tab for-  *>** "  '»» 
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DUANE  E.  JOHNSON  and  CAROL  J.  JOHNSON 
P.O.BOX  99 
Desert  Center,  California  92239 

Con 't  from  page  #2 

5.  Where  and  Why: 

This  trash  is  coming  for  the  time  being  from  eastern  L.A.  County 
Trash  that  if  recycled  could  be  considerably  less.   Yet  they  keep 
putting  full  numbers  en  the  tonnage  coming  to  Eagle  Mountain.   No+  the 
recycled  numbers.   .hat  means  only  one  thing  to  me,  they  are  no*  go^ne 
to  make  a  effort  to  recycle  anything  in  L.A.  County.   WHY?   Its  been 
said  in  ether  states  that  their  neighbors  would  just  have  to  bite  the 
bullet  and  make  other  arrangements.  That  goes  for  counties,  to. 

6.  MRC  *S  &  Kaiser's  I  don't  care  attitude: 

Mr  Gary  Kovall  and  others  have,  said  to  all  of  us  at  a  meeting 
held  at  Lake  Tamarisk  a  year  and  a  half  ago;   "What  do  you  care  you 
won't  be  here  then  anyway".   They  told  Riverside  County  Board  of  Sup- 
ervisors that  Waste  Management,  "Waste  Management  has  not  even  been 
considered  as  a  partner",  by  Jean  Carr.   That  was  in  July  89.   Yet  a 
less  than  a  year  later  they  announced  that  Waste  Management  was  indeed 
their  partner.  This  Browning-Ferris  co.  is  a  company  that  deals  in 
toxic  waste.  Now  they  are  one  of  MRC  partners.   How  many  unknown  par- 
tners co  they  have,  and  what  are  their  reasons  and  attitudes. 

Kaiser,  a  widely  spread  out  and  complex  group  of  companies  having 
everything  from  rail,  utilities,  and  last  but  not  least  CHEMICALS 
spread  form  Louisiana  to  California.   They  are  or  were  for  sure  in  the 
19b0-s  the  worst  polluters  in  the  state  of  Louisiana.   They  have  made 
chemical  fertilizer  that  has  been  ban  from  use,  and  had  to  be  taken 
off  of  the  market.   I  don't  know  what  happened  under  the  reorganiza- 
tion how  they  were  diversified,  but  all  you  have  to  look  at  is  their 
track  records  in  Louisiana,  Iowa,  Missouri,  and  other  midwest  states 
where  they  have  chemical  fertilizer  plants. 

Mr.  Kovall  say's  "worst  case"  situations  of  prevailing  winds  blow- 
ing across  the  mine.   This  proves  to  me  he  Just  don't  care   these 
winds  blow  over  this  area  most  of  the  time.   With  no  real  set  pattern 
of  consistency,  or  strength. 

Mrs  Rourke  ask  Mr.  Kovall  in  front  of  the  T. V.  cameras  "what 

Mr. 
we  CARE  ! 


— _..„v  ■*.»>>  mj..  i^uvCTij.  in  nuni  ui  me  i  .  v .  camera 
about  our  Children  and  Grand  Children,  in  10  or  15  years" 
Kovall  's  reply  was,   "We  won't  be  here  then,  so  what  do  w 


7.  Land  use: 

There  are  approximately  8700  acres  available  for  such  a  landfill. 
Yet  MRC  will  not  say  what  they  are  going  to  do  with  the  other  7200 
acres.   1500  acres  is  all  I  hear  them  talk  about.   If  they  start  stor- 
ing containers  on  this  7200  acres  then  we  stand  a  good  chance  of  chem- 
ical spills  or  leakage  from  them. 

Containers  will  have  to  be  washed  out  before  leaving  the  landfill. 
What  will  happen  to  the  waste  water,  and  the  contaminates  from  these, 
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DUANE  E.  JOHNSON  and  CAROL  J.  JOHNSON 
P.O.BOX  99 
Desert  Center,  California  92239 

7.  Land  use:  Con 't  from  page  #3 

rail  containers  and  semi's  w/containers. 

o  k  E?  M9f9  at  the  Riversi^e  County  Board  of  Supervisors  Meeting  Mr. 
Robert  Nelson  manager  of  Toxic  Waste  for  Riverside  County  did  away 
with  the  following  restrictions  of  Toxic  Waste. 
1-   Within  1  mile  of  a  school 

2.  Within  1  mile  of  a  prison 

3.  Within  2000  ft  of  a  agricultural  water  well 

Over  my  objection  to  these  amendments  they  were  passed.   Of  cou-se 
MRC  was  also  there.   My  argument  was  that  they  applied  to  no  place  bu^ 
-ag.e  Mountain,  in  the  County  of  Riverside.   I  was  told  that  the  boa-d 
had  to  pass  these  amendments  to  comply  with  the  law.   These  people 
are  just  not  being  truthful  about  what  they  have  planned.   Whv  else 
was  Jean  Carr  there  to  back  Mr  Nelson,  on  his  proposals  to  the  amend- 
ments   No  other  landfill  or  region  has  a  school,  orison,  or  wa™r 
well  tna.  comes  close  to  this  set  of  amendments,  EXCEPT  Eaele  Mount- 
ain, California!   WHY,  if  all  MRC  is  going  to  use  this  site  for  is 
non-toxic  waste,  are  they  so  hard  put  to  defend  these  proposals   made 
by  a  county  employee? 

These  meeting  are  recorded  and  I  have  comes  of  them.   In  these 
tapes  they  have  said:  MRC"We  have  no  dealings  with  Waste  Management". 
We  have  no  knowledge  of  trash  trucks  at  Eagle  Mountain".   "MRC  has  no 
interest  m  putting  any  toxic  waste  site  at  Eagle  Mountain".   These 
statements  were  made  by,  Jean  Carr.  To  the  Riverside  County  Board  of 
Supervisors,  on  the  above  date,  also  in  the  local  meetings,  and  the 
ELM  meeting.   Yet  they  are  all  things  that  either  happened,  or  have 
happened  since.   With  all  the  pushing  by  MRC,  Riverside  county  board 
member,  Corky  Larson,  and  Kaiser,  how  can  you  believe  them'' 

A  new  idea  has  been  tried  in  Florida,  and  is  working  well.   Some- 
one has  taken  out  mining  rites  out  on  one  of  the  larger  landfills 
there,  and  they  are  making  money.   The  process  is  relatively  inexpen- 
sive, with  great  rewards.   Something  like  60%  of  the  material  is 
being  recycled.   Leaving  them  with  an  old  landfill  that  they  can  re- 
useul  Hardly  any  more  pollution,  no  burden  to  the  taxpayers   and  no 
problems  with  trying  to  get  a  neighbor  to  take  their  trash.' 

EIR: 


23 


This  report  has  been  being  overhauled  for  over  1  year   It  stills 
has  so  many  holes  in  it,  that  you  could  use  it  as  a  sive,  for  draining 
spaghetti.  Thats  roughly  the  same  as  the  liner  of  the  pit  and  the  rest 
of  the  plans  you  all  seem  to  have  for  Eagle  Mountain.   It  bases  every- 
thing on  the  word,  "MITIGATE".   Which  means  to  soften,  make  less  of  a 
argument.   Its  a  word  that  has  no  meaning  to  me,  as  I  see  no  reason  to 
soften  any  part  of  this,  because  of  the  dollar  amount  that  all  taxpay- 
efS  °f  *hls  state  are  S°ing  to  have  to  clean  up.   The  monumental  cost 
of  getting  this  project  off  the  ground,  should  be  enough  to  stop  it. 

THANK  YOU   DUANE  E.  JOHNSON 
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City  of  Fontana 

CALIFORNIA 


August  15,   1991 


Russell  L.  Kaldenberg,  Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs-South  Cost  R.A. 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  2000 

North  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 
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RE:  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  Draft  EIR 
Dear  Mr.  Kaldenberg: 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  project  report  and  have  the  following 
comment  at  this  time:  3 

The  impact  of  the  Col  ton  yard  transfer  station  should  be 
thoroughly  evaluated  in  terms  of  traffic,  environment  and  safety 
on  the  adjacent  communities. 

We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  EIR.  If  vou  have 
any  questions,  please  call  me  at  (714)  350-7628. 


Sincerely, 


R.R.  Tadi,  PhD 

Senior  Transportation  Planner 
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August  23,  1991 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
340  S.  Farrell  Dr. 
Palm  Springs,  CA  92262 

Dear  Sirs ; 

Our  family  stands  opposed  to  the  waste  dump  now  being: 
proposed  for  Eagle  Mountain  near  Desert  Center,  CA.  » 
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We  feel  that  the  potential  is  very  real  that  this  operation 
will  eventually  contaminate  the  large  underground  body  of 
1      water  located  in  the  Chuckwalla  Valley  just  east  of  and 
slightly  below  the  proposed  dump. 

The  Coachella  Valley  communities  will  suffer  as  well  from 
2  3    the  increased  heavy  truck  traffic  and  garbage-hauling  trains 
that  will  be  commuting  through  the  heart  of  the  valley. 

4  We  are  concerned  with  the  tactics  being  used  by  the  proponents 
of  the  dump  such  as  writing  letters  to  elderly  retirees  of 
Kaiser  Steel,  threatening  the  loss  of  their  retirement  benefits 
if  they  dare  oppose  the  Eagle  Mountain  dump. 

5  An  alternative  suggestion  would  be  a  location  near  Rice,  CA, 
where  the  water  is  brackish  and  non-potable  to  begin  with. 
Where  accidental  contamination  would  not  threaten  people 
depending  on  underground  water  supplies  AND  the  railroad 

is  right  there,  as  well. 

Please  help  protect  our  natural  resources. 

Thank  you, 


Vince  and  Christine  Samons 

43-650  Carmel  Circle 

Palm  Desert,  CA  92260     (619)  568-0781 

David  and  Vicky  DaVall 

82-375  Ave.  52 

Coachella,  CA  92236     (619)  398-5336 


Arthur  and  Irene  DaVall 

36-671  Palomino  Lane 

Rancho  Mirage,  CA  92270   (619)  328-9890 


DOCUMENT  0021 


SIERRA  CLUB  —  ANGELES  CHAPTER 
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20  August  1991 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Palm  Springs  -  South  Coast  R.A. 
63-500  Garnet  Ave. 
P.O.  Box  2000 
North  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

Dear  Mr.  Kaldenberg: 

This  letter  provides  comments  by  the  Solid  Waste  Subcommittee  of  the 
Angeles  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  on  the  Draft  E.I.R.  for  the  Eagle 
Mountain  Landfill  proposed  by  Mine  Reclamation  Inc.  This  letter  does  not 
take  a  stand  either  approving  or  disapproving  the  project;  it  merely  asks 
questions  that  should  be  answered  in  the  final  E.I.R. 

The  comments  are  listed  by  volume  and  page  number.  At  the  end  of  this 
letter  are  comments  that  are  not  related  to  any  particular  page. 

E!R 


1 

2 

3 
4 


Table  S-2  notes  "extremely  windy  conditions".  How  often  do  they 
occur?  The  water  quality  section  has  a  survey  of  the  water  levels  in  and 
near  the  East  Pit.  A  wind  survey  of  the  same  area  should  be  in  the  EIR  so 
potential  fcter  paths  can  be  evaluated. 

Pg.  59  "evaporation  of  significant  quantities  of  water"  What  is  the 
effect  of  the  increased  humidity  on  the  flora?  Will  niche  plants  die? 

Pg.  165  No  mention  of  odor  in  the  Air  Quality  section.  Odor  should  be 
addressed. 

Pg.  250  The  earthquake  notes  show  magnitude  <6.5.  This  duplicates  the 
other  symbols.  I  believe  you  mean  magnitude  S6.5. 
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Pg.  331  The  small  percentage  of  hazardous  waste  was  mentioned.  What 
percentage  are  you  assuming?  What  is  the  percentage  if  the  transfer 
stations  which  are  to  be  covered  by  another  EIR  are  not  permitted?  It  you 
use  0.13%  as  the  County  of  Los  Angeles  did  in  their  Mission  Canyon  Final 
EIR,  then  0.13%  of  730,000,000  tons  is  949,000  tons  of  hazardous  waste! 
Some  may  consider  this  a  small  percentage  but  others  will  see  a  large 
amount  of  hazardous  material.  Also,  if  hazardous  materials  are  found  at 
the  tipping  face  of  the  landfill;  how  will  you  know  who  to  punish?  That 
hauler's  trash  will  have  been  mixed  in  with  other  trash  in  the  big  inter 
modal  container.  How  will  you  handle  this? 

Pg.  341  I  do  not  know  what  a  "ballast  regulator1  is.  Please  define  the 
term  for  people  like  me. 

Pg.  351  If  the  rail  service  in  interrupted  then  650  trucks/day  will  be 
used  as  the  replacement.  Where  will  these  trucks  come  from?  How  will 
you  guarantee  their  availability? 

Pg.  362  Trucks  may  come  24  hours/day.  Please  address  the  effect  of 
headlights  on  the  wildlife.  Will  it  affect  their  hunting?  Other  effects? 

Pg.  362  It  is  stated  trucks  will  be  2%  of  the  Interstate  traffic.  What  is 
the  percentage  of  the  accidents?    On  LA  freeways  trucks  are  in  a  larger 
percentage  of  accidents  than  their  percentage  of  traffic. 

Pg.  450  Have  the  proposed  tortoise  culverts  been  used  elsewhere?  Have 
they  worked? 

Pg.  459  "If  restocking  of  pupfish  is  required  in  the  aftermath  of  an 
accident,  the  nearest  suitable  genetic  strain  of  pupfish  will  be  the  source 
of  the  transplantation."  This  is  not  mitigation.  Pupfish  are  an  important 
relict  species  and  genetic  diversity  is  of  prime  importance.  May  I  suggest 
the  rail  right  of  way  be  re-routed  to  preclude  any  accident  from  wiping  out 
this  pupfish  enclave. 

Pg.  462  A  concrete  sewer  pipe  chimney  is  proposed  for  the  bat  agit. 
What  will  be  the  final  depth  of  pipe?  If  the  height  of  the  chimney  becomes 
more  than  the  bats  will  use;  will  you  lower  the  fill  and  limit  the  fill  to 
that  height? 

Pg.  548  Rail  service  interuption  is  only  considered  to  be  of  short 
duration.  What  if  the  railway  declares  bankruptcy?  Will  you  recapitalize 
a  substitute  company?  What  will  be  done? 
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Federal  Register  Vol.  54  No.21 9  page  47581  states  "At  the  transfer 
stations,  which  will  not  be  owned  or  operated  by  MRC..."  Yet  on  page  2  of 
the  project  description  it  says  "applicant  may  also  develop  and  operate 
transfer  stations  in  urban  areas."    Which  is  right?  Is  the  Federal  Register 
announcement  superceded? 


Mj^Mnwwpwy; 


MW-WAW^WAW.^W.'.'.1.!1) 


'J>  WAW A*. W.WA'WA'iAWC' 


■^  -,-■  •■:■;■■■■'■  ,v  ^:^::v•:.:.:.::v;:::;v.v.v;v:v;:;:.'^  :■•'•  '',.f:i.'_JiJ :::    _^i_  .li  .I: ,:vffft:ft:fl 


DOCUMENT  0021 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21a 
21b 


Pg.  8  of  the  project  description  says  no  radioactive  waste  will  be 
accepted.  What  equipment  will  be  used  to  check  for  radioactivity?  What  is 
your  definition  of  radioactive  waste?  The  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission 
is  proposing  to  classify  about  30%  of  low  level  radioactive  waste  as 
'below  regulatory  concern'.  Will  you  allow  this  to  be  landfilled? 

Pg.  22  A  synthetic  liner  will  be  installed  'where  required  to  meet 
regulatory  requirements'.  A  geotextile  liner  should  also  be  installed.  Also 
full  synthetic  liner  should  installed  for  reasons  listed  below. 

Pg.  26  "...  average  rail  car  turn  around  time  of  28-29  hours  can  be 
maintained."  Is  this  six  days  of  travel  averaged  over  a  seven  day  week? 
Otherwise  how  can  a  daily  trip  schedule  occur  if  it  averages  over  a  day? 

Appendix  C  in  the  Leachate  Production  section  says  the  fill  will  be  50 
feet  higher  than  the  highest  historically  known  ground  water  level  in  order 
to  mitigate  to  levels  of  insignificance.  Your  clay  liner  will  only  be  10-6 
cm/yr  (~  1  ft/yr)  and  the  fill  underneath  the  line  will  be  even  more  porous. 
Therefore  your  mitigation  depends  on  the  leachate  monitoring  and 
collection.  The  leachate  devices  will  be  concentrated  at  the  lower, 
eastern  portion  of  the  fill.  If  the  leachate  percolates  straight  down  it  may 
miss  the  partial  synthetic  liner  and  the  monitors  and  descend  through 
cracks  in  the  blasted  bedrock.  Therefore  I  believe  a  full  synthetic  liner  is 
the  minimum  needed  rather  than  your  partial  liner. 

APPENDIX  Volume  2 

Pg.  72  says  recyclables  may  be  shipped  for  storage  on-site  awaiting 
favorable  marketing  conditions  for  later  sale.  AB939  mandates  at  least 
50%  of  solid  waste  be  recycled  by  the  year  2000  and  kept  out  of  landfills. 
It  is  stated  in  the  Site  Specific  volume  IV-53  that  the  recyclables  will 
"...remain  in  IMC  as  originally  shipped."  How  many  containers  do  you  plan 
to  have?  We  could  be  talking  about  up  to  1 0,000  tons/day  that  must  be 
stored  on-site. 

Pg.  84  shows  80%  of  the  46,000  scfm  LFG  will  be  flared  and  the 
remaining  20%  will  percolate  through  the  cover.  Some  of  the  20%  LFG  can 
form  pockets  under  particularly  dense  trash.  What  will  be  done  to 
alleviate  this? 

SITE  SPECIFIC 

II-5  says  the  site  will  be  sized  to  accept  "hundred-year"  frequency  rain. 
What  is  the  actual  number  of  "hundred-year"  rains  that  have  fallen  in  the 
area?  Phoenix,  AZ  had  two  "hundred-year"  floods  within  three  years  of 
each  other  just  about  a  decade  ago. 

11-1 6  Water  will  be  used  for  dust  control.  What  is  the  maximum 
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amount  of  water  that  may  be  needed? 

11-21  Closure.  Who  will  do  the  closure  and  who  will  pay?  MRC  has  a  99 
year  lease  but  the  site  has  a  1 1 5  year  capacity  and  post  closure  activities 
will  last  for  years  after  that.  What  corporate  entity  will  assume 
liability?  This  must  be  spelled  out  in  the  EIR  so  we  may  properly  evaluate 
the  closure  activity. 

IV-15  "...  drainage  will  follow  existing  natural  watercourse  at 
non-eroding  velocities  and  will  cross  portion  of  the  Colorado  river 
aqueduct."  The  flow  can  be  non-eroding  and  yet  still  percolate  down  into 
the  aqueduct.  What  mitigation  is  proposed? 

IV-53  says  accumulated  waste  material  will  be  removed  weekly  from 
the  recylable  storage  area.  What  waste?  Do  you  mean  the  stored 
recyclables?  If  so,  then  how  can  weekly  removal  support  waiting  for 
favorable  markets  for  the  stored  material?  Markets  will  not  fluctuate 
that  fast.  Do  you  mean  only  a  maximum  of  one  week's  recyclables  will  be 
stored  at  any  one  time  and  the  rest  dumped  into  the  landfill? 

OTHER  CQNCFRN.? 
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What  are  the  storage  capabilites  of  the  Intermodal  containers?  When 
do  they  leak?  Odors?  Fire  suppression?  If  a  container  catches  on  fire 
during  rail  shipment  will  the  train  stop?  How  will  the  fire  be  fought? 
The  recent  derailment  in  Seacliff  showed  that  a  major  problem  was  not 
dealt  with  for  miles  and  miles.  What  steps  will  be  implemented  to 
eliminate  this  type  of  accident? 

Transfer  stations  will  be  covered  in  separate  EIR's.  What  will  happen 
if  the  rail  transfer  stations  are  not  approved?  Will  the  4000  tons/day  of 
truck  hauled  trashed  still  be  dumped?  Will  any  sorting  of  recyclables  be 
done  without  the  transfer  stations? 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  the  Draft  EIR  and  I  look 
forward  to  further  reviews. 


Sincerely  yours, 

Allen  Arata,  Chair 

Sierra  Club  Angeles  Chapter  Solid  Waste  Subcommittee 

14722  Fonthill  Ave. 

Hawthorne,  CA  90250 


DOCUMENT  0022 


City  of  Brea 


August  19,  1991 


:■' 


■Ay 


Si; 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Attn:  Russell  L.  Kaldenberg 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  R.A 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  2000 

N.  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

SUBJECT:  DEIR  AND  THE  COUNTY  OF  RIVERSIDE  SPECIFIC  PT-AN  «b 
FOR  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  PROJECT 

Dear  Mr.  Kaldenberg: 

Wetave  reviewed  the  subject  document  and  have  no  comments  to  offer  at  this 

?o^syforSL^0rtUnity  t0  PartidpatC  to  ^  en-°— tal  review 


vonradt  Bartlam 
City  Planner 

KB:zab\emlp.eir 


City  Coundi        Wayne  D.  Wedin     Jfcn  Isl  Burnie  DunJap        ^  ^ 

M«yar  Mayor  Pro  72™        C««ri/««w  Onaicilman  Councilman 

C.V.C  4  Cultural  Center- Number  One  Civic  Center  Circle-Brea,  California  92621-5758- 714/990-7600- FAX  714/990-2258 
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August  21 .  1991 


BLM 

Palm  Springs  -  South  Coast  R.A. 

63-500  Garnett  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  2000 

Palm  Springs,  Ca  92258-2000 


5*il»      to 

r.:~    — 
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—       -o 

,~  < 
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Re:   Draft  EIR 
Gent lemen : 


Eagle  Mountain  Land  Fill  Project 


I  support  the  general  concept  of  the  proposed  project,  but  I  am 
concerned  about  the  impact  on  properties  in  the  Banning  area  lying 
southerly  of  the  railroad  tracks. 
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A  railroad  grade  separation  plan  at  Sunset  Avenue  is  presently  in 
process  with  Cal-Trans  for  inclusion  in  the  State  Transportation 
Implementation  Plan  -  (Cal  Trans  Project  No.  08103-33470K) . 


request  that  you  -consider 


Lsipact  on  the  City 


o:  banning  anc 


particularly  the  properties  south  of  the  railroad  and  recommend 
that  the  impacts  be  mitigated  by  the  construction  of  a  grade 
separation  at  Sunset  Avenue  and  the  railroad. 

Very  truly  yours 

William  H.  Rawlings 
WHR/ jkl 
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27349  Jefferson  Avenue.  Suite  214.  Temecula.  CA  92390 
Telephone  (714)  699-3132       Fax  (714)  699-1913 
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CITY  Of  MNCHO  MIMG£  „  /, 
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August   26,    1991 


Russell  L.  Kaldenberg,  Area  Manager  G° 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  —7 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  Resource  Area  ~     ' 

P.O.  Box  2000  .'.  :. 

Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000  '-"   ^\ 

Dear  Mr.  Kaldenberg: 

zzzzrszz  -ts  as  £B?™BS~ ~ 

theecoa^hellahVal°Ceare  %£?£?* J?™?11  *  ^  f3Ct  that  the  «««lti-  =* 
consider^  above  that  found  in the "££H  "J*"11'*  °/  life  that  *■  «  *  level 
San  Bernardinf counties.  Many  of  the  resident!  fn^h  °f  °raageJ.  L°S  Angeles  and 

Bernardino  counties,  "such  a  ^  increiSeT?ruck  t^af ?L  ^ah^t'  0"T  Md  San 

City  Counci.1  expressed  several  other  areas  of  concern:  Prefect,  the 

*  binding  assurances  of  revenue  allocation  to  the  desert  area 
including  the  Coachella  Valley;  area, 

*  binding  assurance  of  the  collection  of  a  one  dollar  tipping  fee 
"lf.'!."thrOU2h  to  the  Coachella  Valley  Mountains  Conservancy  for 
acquisition  and  preservation  of  open  space; 

'   the^it^/nf*?^*6  "Pacitv  at  th«  landfill  for  the  County  and 
*nn  Si  I     V  *  °Unty  to  meet  future  needs  and  Periodic  review 
and  adjustment  of  capacity  get  aside  at  the  landfill; 
truck  traffic;  and, 

*  rndT^ifiCati,°n  ,°f  thS  City  from  future  claims  and  actions  that 
could  arise  should  municipal  solid  waste  or  recyclables  generated 
by  the  citizens  and  businesses  of  the  city  be  landfill  or  ftored 
at  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill.  storea 

Should  you  have  further  questions,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 
Sincerely, 


/^^Pt/^f 


Patrick  M.    Pratt 
City  Manager 

PMP:CM:msb 
Attachment 
c:      Lester  Cleveland,    Director,    CVAG 

69-825  HIGHWAY  111/  RANCHO  MIRAGE,  CA  92270-2898  /  ;619)  324-451 1  /  FAX  (619)  324-8830 
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RESOLUTION  NO. 


91- 


A  RESOLUTION  OF  THE  CITY  COUNCIL  OF  THE  CITY  OF  RANCHO  MIRAGE 
OPPOSING  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  PROJECT  AND  RECOMMENDING  TO 
THE  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  THAT  A  REQUEST  FOR 
APPROVAL  OF  A  GENERAL  PLAN  AMENDMENT,  SPECIFIC  PLAN  AND  DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  BE 
DENIED  AND  FURTHER  RECOMMENDING  TO  THE  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
THAT  A  REQUEST  FOR  RIGHT-OF-WAY  APPROVAL  AND  A  FEDERAL  LAND 
EXCHANGE  BE  DENIED. 


WHEREAS,  an  application  to  the  County  of  Riverside  for 
consideration  and  approval  of  a  General  Plan  Amendment,  a  Specific 
Plan  and  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report/Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIR/EIS)  has  been  submitted  by  the  Mine  Reclamation 
Corporation  (MRC)  and  Kaiser  Steel  Resources,  Inc.;  and, 

WHEREAS,  an  application  to  the  U.S.  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  for  consideration  and  approval 
of  a  Federal  land  exchange  and  right-of-way  has  been  submitted  by 
MRC  and  Kaiser  Steel  Resources,  Inc.;  and, 

WHEREAS,  these  applications  have  been  considered  by  the  City 
Council  of  the  City  of  Rancho  Mirage  and  have  been  determined  to 
directly  impact  the  citizens  of  the  City  of  Rancho  Mirage,  in  that 
the  proposed  project  will  result  in  the  significant  degradation  of 
the  air  quality  of  the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin;  and, 

WHEREAS,  this  significant  degradation  of  air  quality  cannot  be 
mitigated  and  will  affect  the  quality  of  life  of  the  citizens  of 
Rancho  Mirage  and  the  Coachella  Valley,  increasing  risk  to  health 
and  lessening  visibility;  and, 

WHEREAS,  there  is  no  reliable  guarantee  that  contamination  of 
the  water  table  shall  not  and  cannot  occur,  now  and  in  the  future; 
and, 

WHEREAS,  the  terms  of  allocation  of  the  revenue  to  be  derived 
by  the  County  of  Riverside  from  the  proposed  project  have  not  been 
included  in  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU) ,  executed  by 
Riverside  County  and  MRC  and  approved  on  June  20,  1989,  there  is  no 
binding  assurance  that  the  revenue  shall  be  allocated  as  follows: 

1.  Fifty  (50*)  percent  of  the  revenue  derived  by  Riverside 

County,  pursuant  to  Section  12, Donation  and  Repurchase 

of  Capacity  of  the  MOU,  shall  be  allocated  to  the  County's 
General  Fund,  with  annual  funding  components  for  the 
operation  of  the  following  programs: 

(a)  recycling,  composting  and  waste  stream  reduction, 
including  education; 

(b)  household  hazardous  waste  collection  and  disposal; 

(c)  hazardous  materials  response  team  headquartered  in  the 
Coachella  Valley. 

2.  Fifty  (50t)  percent  of  the  revenue  derived  by  Riverside 

County,  pursuant  to  Section  j2, Donation  and  Repurchase 

of  Capacity  of  the  MOU,  shall  be  allocated  to  the  4th 
Supervisorial  District,  which  shall  be  directed  towards 
the  following: 

(a)  assisting  Desert  Center  and  the  local  area  impacted  by 
the  project; 

(b)  protecting  the  desert  environment; 

(c)  providing  County  (capital)   facilities,  such  as  a 
branch  of  Riverside  Hospital,  in  the  desert  area; 

(d)  safety  improvements  to  railroad  crossings;  and, 


^MI.M.M/.I.UJ.M.M.MJ.tJ.^J.MJ.nj^.l.l^ 
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WHEREAS,      therp     -i  «=     ■** 
allocation  of  the  revenVs^b^eTfv^d  tl*l  ^    ab°ve    tern    of 
be   memorialized    in   the   subsequent    DeV6,mV  *lverside   County  shall 
required     pursuant     to     Section     5     Development   Agreement,    which    is 

Participation  of  the  MoSf^1-^ ^^^^ism^ni^ssl^^ 


to  pSS^^^SS^^TSS.S'  "dade  "°  Cle-  P-ision 
thousand  (2,000,  tons  p.r  d.y  «S?  tH^"6"*  of  tne  two 
beginning  January  1,  2 000   for  *t   ~  y   hat  has  been  reserved 
County;  and,     Y     2000'  for  the  County  and  the  cities  of  tt 

WHEREAS,  continued  growth  of  <-h„  - 

aC^verth0f,eXiSting  l«W.r.,h'cS  ""  °l  thS  COUnty  •« 
above  the  two  thousand  (2,000)  tone  n»r-">    y'  such  that  capacity 

communities  of  Riverside  County  and  it  ^  "7  be  re^ed  by  the 
additional  needed  caoacihv T.  •  ls  Operative  that  a™ 
businesses  of  RiversioTco^ty  "nlllTnf r  t0  the  eiti*™*  S3 
same  citizens  and  businesses  thT^  *■".  ^^remost,  as  it  is  these 
Project  and  should  therefore  be  benefited  T^^  by  the  PropSseS 
not  located  in  Riverside  County;  and       f°rS  those  "Unities 

WHEREAS,  there  ic  n„  ,_ 

traaffffJcC  related  * th"  wSa^  "4"  \haU  be  "°  tr-* 

h/,1?lnating  in  the  CoBch.Ua  V.U.v  ,„Hrf  than  l0Cal  truc* 

««!!  *at  ls  generated  solely  bv  th.  t!X  and  transporting  solid 

areas  of  the  Coachella  Valley;and,      ltleS  and  ""incorporated 

recyclables5,  at  ^e  E^V^1^  ""-  ^  "  IneVudS 
WHEREAS,  thei-o  h»,  1 

the  City  of  Rancho  Mirage  brthe0nroi0n.,,,ade  f°r  "iabursement  to 
permittee,  for  any  court  -nH.Jl  Pro3e=t  proponent  or  subsemien? 
required  to  pay  J  a  result  of^^T'f  '""•  Whi=h  the  City  m^  be 
the  city  related  to  the  !,««? m*<  °r  action  brought  against 
"«-  -ste,  -cludin^ec^^^^^ 

-ty  rRa^o^ge^for  SK?^'  ^  «*  Council  of  the 

tha,thS  »PPli«tion   « .pprov"  of  thU.nry  B°ard  °f  supervisors 
the  Specific  Plan  and  the  DEIR/eis  htV   =ene«l  Plan  Amendment 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management :  th«  th  d*n"d/  and  does  "commend  to 
a  Federal  land  •^r^TTrS^.^X^^^  *™*°^   «? 

RanchoVrTagrs?a?i  RcEe8r^?y%t0hatthethe  Clty  C1~k  °*  the  city  of 
-solution  to  be  -^^^S^^lff*"*   '«£ 
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PASSED  AND  ADOPTED  this  22nd  day  of  August,  1991. 

CITY  OF  RANCHO  MIRAGE 


!  *     ,    V.. 


Jeffrey  S.  Blearman,  Mayor 
/    '    / 


ATTEST: 


Barbara  Dohn,  City  Clerk 
APPROVED  AS  TO  FORM: 
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Russell  L  Kaldenberg,  Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  Resource  Area 

400  S.  Fan-ell  Drive,  Suite  B-205 

Palm  Springs  CA  92262 

Dear  Mr.  Kaldenberg: 

Enclosed  please  find  comments  related  to  the  following  project: 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  Report  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 
Project,  Specific  Plan  #252,  State  Clearinghouse  No.  8908413. 

These  comments  are  in  addition  to  our  previously  submitted  letter,  dated  August  26,  1991  and  includino 
Resolution  No.  91-89.  adopted  by  the  City  Council  on  August  22,  1991.  9 

cSSL  w!SWMtohinfl  3  ^J0^  EaQle  M°mtain  landfi"  P'0'^  the  EIS/EIR  u*es  the  Riverside 
County  Solid  Waste  Management  Plan  (CoSWMP)  as  a  data  source  for  tonnages  generated  by  the  cities 

fn^'S^T^ T"  °f  "JT8^ C°Unty-  More  up-,t^a,e  informati°n  sh°u|d  be  utTizS,  u  ava.Se 
in  the  1991  Riverside  County  Waste  Generation  Study,  prepared  by  CH2MH1I. 

cSS^fllSlS  lS  'I*10"*  3S  bein9  reSefVed  f0r  landfflling  *  atM  waste  9enerated  in  RiversWe 
XSSLi  mechanism  for  reserving  this  capacity  should  be  indicated  and  the  2,000  tpd  should  be 
compared  on  an  annual  basis  to  expected  tonnages  to  be  generated  in  the  future  by  the  cities  and 
unincorporated  areas  of  the  County.  y  es  ana 

During  the  course  of  public  meetings  on  the  project.  Bob  Coale  of  MRC  has  noted  that  solid  waste  mav  also 
be  coming  from  the  north  San  Diego  County  area;  this  is  not  included  in  the  needs  aSessment^lllle 
transition  of  sd*  waste  from  this  area  produce  any  impacts?  Add  to  impacts  airetd^rSted  by  the 

Section  II.A.   In  describing  the  proposed  project,  page  13  notes: 

•Several  off-site  solid  waste  processing  and  transfer  stations  will  be  necessary  to  serve  the 
landfill,  however  they  are  not  part  of  the  proposed  action  and  are  not  discussed  in  detail 
in  this  draft  EIS/EIR." 

^SSLtH^SS  "!,TinQt  B°b  Coale'  rePresentin9  MRC  has  indicated  that  all  solid  waste 
T,n^T  J,  Z    **?  been  Processed  ,hra"9h  a  Materials  Recovery  Facility  (MRF)  or  a  similar 

S3v  1  rfhm°ve;ecy^ables  household  and  other  hazardous  wastes,  etc.   This  sorting  would  begin  as 

£l£S^bUl,ui?,'^  f°r  0perati0a   Mr  Coale  ^  noted  that  the  Memorandum  of 

2E?2 1{  ]  il66"^  RC  and  ,hC  C°Unty  required  *««  a"  transported  waste  to  the  landfill  be 
MRFed  or  otherwise  sorted  and  demingled. 


69-825  HIGHWAY  111/  RANCHO  MIRAGE.  CA  92270-2898  /  (619)  324-451 1    FAX  (619)  324^830 
COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  DEPARTMENT  (619)  328-2266 
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4  First,  the  limitation  of  transporting  only  sorted  and  demingled  solid  waste  should  be  included  in  the  project 

description. 

g  Second,  the  EIS/EIR  should  outline  how  this  limitation  is  to  be  implemented  and  ensured  over  the 

operational  life  of  the  landfill.  Alternative  methods  of  enforcement  should  be  evaluated  and  a  phasing  plan 
prepared,  assuming  that  the  landfill  is  operationally  precedent  to  the  MRFs. 

6  Lastly,  the  MOU  should  be  included  as  an  attachment  to  the  EIS/EIR,  inasmuch  as  reference  to  the  MOU 
is  made  throughout  the  EIS/EIR. 

Section  IV.B.   Several  topic  areas  are  not  covered  in  this  section  of  the  EIS/EIR: 

7  -    Routing  of  truck  traffic  in  the  event  of  the  closure,  partially  or  wholly,  of  1-10  is  not 

covered.  What  alternate  routes  will  be  used?  What  will  be  the  impact  upon  these 
alternate  routes? 

8  -    Riverside  County  has  proposed  the  elimination  of  the  Hazardous  Materials  Response 

(HazMat)  team  as  a  County-funded  service.  There  does  exist  the  possibility  that  a 
spill  of  unknown  and  possibly  hazardous  materials  could  occur,  either  off-site  during 
transport  to  the  landfill  or  at  the  landfill  itself.  What  provisions  are  being  made  for  this 
possibility?  Mr.  Coale  has  noted  that  MRC  will  provide  manpower  in  the  form  of 
picking  up  solid  waste  that  has  become  "litter"  as  the  result  of  a  vehicular  accident; 
this  does  not  address  the  issue  of  hazardous  materials  incidents. 

-  Liability,  indemnification  and  hold  harmless  issues  have  not  been  addressed.  Will  the 
landfilling  of  MSW  at  the  landfill  bind  the  originating  municipality  legally  to  assume 
costs  of  cleaning  up  problems  in  the  future?  What  actions  are  planned  to  limit 
liability  for  municipalities  and  the  County?  How  will  the  haulers  be  regulated?  Who 
will  bear  the  costs  of  responding  to  accidents  or  incidents?  Mr.  Coale  noted  at  a 
public  meeting  that  there  are  several  State  laws  or  CIWMB  regulations  that  pertain 
to  set  aside  funds  for  clean  up  of  landfills.  Any  pertinent  limitations,  whether  by  law 
or  regulation,  that  could  be  construed  as  a  mitigation  measure  should  be  briefly 
explained  in  the  EIS/EIR. 

I  o  ■    Tne  importation  of  pests  or  diseases  which  could  impact  the  Coachella  Valley  is  not 

adequately  addressed.  In  the  event  such  an  infestation  occurs,  what  measures  would 
be  proposed?  How  will  importation  of  pests  and  diseases  be  prevented  and 
periodically  monitored? 

I I  Section  IV.H.  Page  476  specifically  cites  the  MOU  as  a  source  of  information;  the  MOU  should  be  attached 
in  its  entirety  to  the  EIS/EIR,  perhaps  in  the  Technical  Appendices. 

1  g  During  the  public  meetings  regarding  the  proposed  landfill,  the  project  proponent  has  frequently  referenced 

the  MOU  in  the  sense  of  the  terms  of  the  MOU  serving  as  mitigation  measures.  Any  term  or  condition  found 
in  the  MOU  that  can  be  construed  as  a  limitation  on  or  qualifier  of  the  project  description  or  a  mitigation  of 
an  impact  should  be  included  in  the  appropriate  EIS/EIR  discussions  of  impacts  and  mitigation  measures. 
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Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment    Should  you  have  any  questions,  please  do  not  hesitate  to 
contact  me. 

Sincerely, 

La  fluent  (A.  flitifo^- 

Catherine  A.  Mitton 
Administrative  Analyst 

WMI\CMRK2.MSB 

c:   Mike  Cohen,  CVAG 
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PUBLIC  HEARING 

EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  DRAFT  EIS/EIR 

TUESDAY,  AUGUST  27,  1991 

City  Hall 

73510  Fred  Waring  Drive 
Palm  Desert,  CA  92260 
The  Public  Hearing  came  to  order  at  7:00  p.m.  before 
Hearing  Officer  John  H.  Skibinski,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  Bakersfield  District  Office,  Bakersfield, 
California,  assisted  by  Maryanne  Wetzel,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  California  Desert  District,  Palm  Springs-South 
Coast  Resource  Area,  Palm  Springs  California  92262. 

MR.  KALDENBERG:   For  those  of  you  who  may  be 
in  the  wrong  place,  this  is  a  Public  Hearing  for  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  after  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  EIS 
on  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill.   If  you  are  expecting  a  City 
Planning  Commission  or  City  Council,  it  is  not  tonight. 

I  am  Russ  Kaldenberg,  I  am  the  Area  Manager 
with  BLM;  the  meeting  is  going  to  be  run  by  John  Skibinski, 
he  is  an  Associate  District  Manager  of  the  BLM  in 
Bakersfield.   This  is  recorded  by  an  official  court  reporter 
up  here,  so  please  direct  your  comments  this  way,  and  an 
unofficial  court  reporter  down  here.   So  we  will  have  two 
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1  different  transcripts;  only  one  official  transcript. 

2  This  is  not  a  debate,  what  we  are  soliciting 

3  is  public  comments,  and  I  will  turn  the  rest  of  the  meeting 

4  over  to  John.  Thank  you. 

5  HEARING  OFFICER  SKIBINSKI:   Good  evening, 

6  ladies  and  gentlemen. 

7  This  public  meeting  will  now  come  to  order. 

8  My  name  is  John  Skibinski,  Assistant  District 

9  Manager  for  Lands  and  Renewable  Resources  in  the  Bureau  of 

10  Land  management,  Bakersfield  District  Office,  California. 

11  I  have  been  appointed  by  the  California  State 

12  Director  through  the  District  Manager  in  the  California 

13  Desert  District,  as  an  uninterested  mutual  party,  under  the 

14  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  to  conduct  this 

15  Public  Hearing. 

16  This  public  hearing  is  for  the  Bureau  of  Land 

17  Management,  Department  of  the  Interior.   This  hearing  is 

18  being  held  to  receive  information,  views,  comments,  and 

19  suggestions  on  the  adeguacy  of  the  Draft  Environmental 

20  Impact  Statement  or  Environmental  Impact  Report,  prepared  by 

21  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  County  of  Riverside 

22  under  contract  with  Regional  Environmental  Consultants 

23  called  "RECON",  on  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 

24  project  at  Eagle  Mountain,  California. 

25  The  Draft  EIS/EIR  was  officially  released  for 
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public  review  on  July  26,  1991,  when  the  Notice  of 
Availability  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register.  A  60 
day  comment  period  is  now  under  way.   Comments  will  be 
accepted  in  writing  only  (excluding  those  made  at  this 
meeting)  through  September  24,  1991. 

Comments  should  be  submitted  to  either  the  BLM 
office  in  Palm  Springs,  or  the  Riverside  County  Planning 
Office  in  Riverside. 

The  purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to  allow  the 
public  the  opportunity  to  verbally  address  the  adeguacy  of, 
or  concerns,  not  addressed  in  the  EIS/EIR.  We  will  not  be 
answering  any  guestions  at  this  hearing.   If  you  have 
guestions  regarding  this  project,  please  feel  free  to 
address  them  in  writing  to  either  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  or  County  offices,  and  they  will  be  answered  in 
writing  formally  in  the  Final  EIS/EIR. 

If  you  plan  to  make  an  oral  statement  this 
evening,  be  sure  to  fill  out  one  of  these  green  registration 
speaker  cards,  and  check  the  box  accordingly  if  you  have  not 
done  so  already.  Also,  anyone  who  is  not  planning  on  giving 
an  oral  statement,  we  ask  you  also  to  fill  one  of  these  out 
for  our  record-keeping. 

The  official  reporter  is  Warren  Doget  of  D  &  D 
Reporting  Service  —  he  is  on  my  righthand  side  here  —  out 
of  Rancho  Cucamonga,  California.  He  will  prepare  a  verbatim 
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transcript  of  everything  that  is  said  in  this  hearing.   If 
you  wish  to  obtain  a  copy  of  the  transcript,  you  should  make 
arrangements  with  him  after  the  hearing. 

To  ensure  a  complete  and  accurate  record  of 
the  hearing,  only  one  person  should  speak  at  a  time,  and 
everyone  should  remain  as  quiet  as  possible  while  the 
hearing  is  in  progress.  During  the  hearing,  no  one  will  be 
recognized  other  than  the  designated  speaker  —  who  will  be 
down  in  front  here.  The  speakers  will  be  called  in  the 
order  in  which  the  requests  to  speak  have  been  received.  To 
assist  the  recorder,  each  speaker  should  state  their  name, 
address,  and  who  they  represent  —  and  please  spell  your 
last  name.   It  will  be  helpful. 

All  parties  are  expected  to  confine  their 
remarks  to  10  minutes  or  less,  as  this  time  limitation  will 
be  enforced  so  that  everyone  is  treated  equally.   We  will 
inform  the  speakers  when  they  have  two  minutes  remaining  so 
we  can  come  to  a  sensible  conclusion.   If  time  is  available 
at  the  end  of  the  hearing,  individuals  who  are  unable  to 
complete  their  testimony,  will  be  given  time  to  do  so.   they 
will  called  in  the  same  order  as  before. 

Written  comments  will  be  accepted  in  lieu  of 
oral  presentations  or  as  supplements  to  oral  presentations. 
They  may  be  submitted  at  the  end  of  the  hearing  or  mailed  to 
either  the  BLM  office  in  Palm  Springs,  or  the  Riverside 
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County  Planning  Office.  The  addresses  are  available  on  the 
rear  table. 

All  written  statements  that  are  received  on  or 
before  September  24,  1991,  will  be  included  as  part  of  the 
official  record.  Written  statements  will  be  given  the  same 
consideration  as  oral  statements  made  at  this  hearing. 

For  those  who  wish  to  make  an  oral 
presentation,  it  would  be  helpful  if  you  would  give  the 
reporter  a  copy  of  any  prepared  statement  if  you  have  one. 
If  you  have  an  extra  copy,  please  give  it  to  Warren  prior  to 
your  presentation. 

The  record  of  this  hearing  will  be  available 
for  public  inspection  at  the  Palm  Springs  BLM  Office  in 
approximately  15  days  following  the  hearing. 

Are  there  any  questions  regarding  the 
procedures  of  this  hearing? 
Yes,  sir. 

DR.  ZIMMERMAN:   Must  the  statements  be 
restricted  to  discussion  of  the  EIR,  or  the  general  subject 
of  the  Eagle  Mountain  Project? 

HEARING  OFFICER:   The  EIR  is  what  we  are 
looking  at  this  evening  —  tha  adequacy. 
Any  other  questions? 
(No  response. ) 
HEARING  OFFICER:   If  there  are  no  other 
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8 
questions,  lets  have  the  first  speaker. 

MS.  WETZEL:   These  may  not  be  in  the  order  as 
received  because  of  a  lot  of  the  confusion  they  may  have 
gotten  a  little  shuffled  up. 

The  first  speaker  is  Marlene  House? 

Please  come  to  the  front  podium. 

MS.  HOUSE:   I  believe  I  checked  no.   If  I  did 
not,  I  am  sorry. 

MS.  WETZEL:   All  right. 

Ron  Kubler? 

MR.  TANDBERG:   Rolfe  Tandberg  —  My  name  is 
Rolfe  Tandberg  —  T-a-n-d-b-e-r-g. 

MS.  WETZEL:   I  haven't  call  you  yet. 

HEARING  OFFICER:   Excuse  me,  sir.   One  second. 
There  is  a  gentleman  behind  you.  Ron  is  behind  you. 

MR.  TANDBERG:   Do  you  want  me  to  start 
speaking  now? 

HEARING  OFFICER:   No.   I  want  this  gentleman 
in  the  purple  first,  please. 

MR.  TANDBERG:   Oh. 

HEARING  OFFICER:   That  is  Ron  right  there. 
STATEMENT  OF  RON  KUBLER 

MR.  KUBLER:   Indeed,  my  name  is  Ron  Kubler, 
and  I  reside  at  351  N.  Hermosa  Drive  in  Palm  Springs. 

I  should  just  like  to  say  that  I  endorse  the 
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1  proposed  landfill  project  by  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation, 

2  first  of  all,  because  it  will  address  and  solve  the 

3  accumulated  waste  problem  in  both  Riverside  and  Los  Angeles 

4  Counties. 

5  And  secondly,  that  with  the  solution,  we  will 

6  find  economic  and  environmental  benefits. 

7  Thank  you. 

8  HEARING  OFFICER:   Thank  you,  Ron. 

9  MS.  WETZEL:   The  next  speaker  is  Erik  Joki. 

10  STATEMENT  OF  ERIK  JOKI 

11  MR.  JOKI:   Erik  Joki  spelled  J-o-k-i,  72687 

12  Sun  Valley  Lane,  Palm  Desert. 

13  For  the  purpose  of  making  a  wild  assumption, 

14  lets  say  that  the  money  involved  for  all  parties  concerned, 

15  makes  this  project  a  "slam-dunk". 

16  Given  that  wild  assumption,  what  are  the 

17  concerns  that  this  valley  has?  Two  of  them.   Truck  traffic, 

18  rail  traffic. 

19  Truck  traffic.   If  we  go  with  the  numbers  of 

20  200  trucks  a  day  heading  east  to  Eagle  Mountain,  obviously 

21  that  means  200  trucks  a  day  coming  west  back  to  L.A.   Sounds 

22  like  400  trips  per  day  on  the  10  that  aren't  there  now. 

23  If  we  were  to  have  a  Greyhound  bus  or  Roadway 

24  Express  add  additional  100  trips  a  day  through  the  valley, 

25  we  probably  wouldn't  even  know  about  it,  let  alone  have  any 
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10 
chance  to  comment  on  it,  when  in  this  case  we  do  have  a 
chance  to  comment  ahead  of  time,  and  needless  to  say,  we 
have  no  use  for  400  truck  trips  going  through  this  valley  if 
we  don't  have  to  have  them. 

Corky  Larson  is  adamantly  against  this  truck 
traffic,  so  I  trust  she  will  prevail  on  this  issue. 

Rail  traffic.   They  are  assuming  five  train 
trips  a  day  going  to  Eagle  Mountain.   If  you  eliminate  the 
200  truck  trips,  the  five  trains  are  going  to  go  up  to  six 
trains. 

Following  the  numbers  there,  we've  got  400 
rail  cars  plus  locomotives  going  each  day  to  the  dump.  And 
obviously  400  rail  cars  plus  locomotives  coming  back  each 
day  from  the  dump. 

Now  that  we  have  established  some  volume 
figures,  lets  discuss  a  little  rail  safety. 

Sitting  here  in  this  room,  we  are  about  an 
hour  from  San  Bernardino,  scene  of  one  of  the  most 
devastating  rail  accidents  imaginable,  a  fully  loaded  train 
loses  control  coming  down  the  El  Cajon  Pass,  and  crashes 
into  a  San  Bernardino  neighborhood  devastating  every  house 
in  sight. 

As  if  that  isn't  bad  enough,  several  days 
later  here  goes  a  pipeline  exploding  re-devastating  the  same 
folks.  Hard  to  believe  that  such  a  chain  of  events  could 

D  I  D  REPORTING  SERVICE 
C7H)  989-7096 


^M^NJJ.MMJJJJ.MJ.MMJ.I.I.M^^^ 


DOCUMENT  0026 


Hi 


11 

1  take  place  in  one  neighborhood  —  it  certainly  did. 

2  This  summer  it  has  gone  even  further  downhill. 

3  We  have  Southern  Pacific's  toxic  spill  into  the  Sacramento 

4  River.  We  have  Southern  Pacific's  derailment  in  Ventura 

5  County  closing  the  101  for  five  days.  And  then  we  have  the 

6  revelation  that  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  admitted 

7  they  skipped  a  Southern  Pacific  safety  inspection  because 

8  the  railroad  had  financial  problems  from  an  OBO. 

9  Who  can  you  trust  in  this  scenario?  Who  is 

10  watching  out  for  us?  And  all  of  this  is  supposed  to  make  us 

11  feel  secure  with  all  of  this  trash  now  going  through  the 

12  valley? 

13  Lets  read  some  recent  quotes  from  the  various 

14  and  sundry  newspapers  in  the  area. 

15  Desert  Sun,  August  16th.   State  figures  show 

16  an  83  percent  increase  in  accidents  and  a  52  percent  juinp  in 

17  deaths  from  '87  to  '89  on  the  rails. 

18  Safety  officials  attributed  decline  to 

19  manpower  cuts,  reduced  maintenance  and  persistent  problems 

20  with  fatigued  crews  and  regulatory  failure.   Regulatory 

21  stress  that  the  State's  rail  network  is  by  and  large  safe, 

22  they  suspect  the  increases  indicate  an  eroding  safety 

23  regimen  by  railroad  operators. 

24  Representative  Barbara  Boxer,  a  California 

25  Congress  person,  is  the  head  of  a  Congressional  Subcommittee 
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1  on  governmental  affairs  and  transportation. 

2  L.A.  Times,  August  23rd.   Representative  Boxer 

3  alleges  that  Southern  Pacific  employees  attempted  to  move  a 

4  pesticide  laden  tank  car  immediately  after  it  plunged  into 

5  the  Sacramento  River. 

6  The  rail  carrier  tried  to  move  the  tank  car 

7  rather  than  wait  for  appropriate  state  emergency  teams  to 

8  arrive. 

9  Further  guoting  —  It  is  not  uncommon  for 

10  Southern  Pacific  to  attempt  to  clean  up  accident  sites 

11  without  notifying  appropriate  agencies.   The  reason  is  to 

12  just  move  forward,  downplay  the  problem,  clear  the  track  and 

13  move  on. 

14  Today's  L.A.  Times.  Residents  still  feeling 

15  effects  of  toxic  spill.  Quoting  one  resident:   "I  wish  we 

16  would  have  evacuated."  Quoting  a  second  resident:   "There 

17  is  an  awful  lot  of  anger."  Quoting  the  California  EPA:   "We 

18  are  taking  it  very  seriously." 

19  Not  a  strong  track  to  be  coming  before  us  with 

20  this  proposal  for  this  much  additional  rail  traffic  going 

21  through  our  valley. 

22  Let  me  digress  for  two  seconds  on  a  subject  of 

23  hazardous  waste.   Following  the  numbers,  the  projected 

24  20,000  tons  a  day  equals  40  million  pounds  per  day. 

25  I  have  no  clue  what  MRC's  proposed  system  for 
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13 
sorting  40  million  pounds  is.   But  if  you  assume  one  man 
handling  10,000  pounds,  200  bags  of  50  pounds  apiece,  that 
means  MRC  will  have  4,000  people  sorting  trash. 

Can  you  picture  4,000  motivated  folks  picking 
out  every  bottle  of  ammonia,  every  can  of  motor  oil,  every 
can  of  paint,  every  container  of  full  chemicals?   It  sort  of 
boggles  the  mind  as  to  what  will  be  coming  through  our 
valley.   Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   David  Lanham? 

STATEMENT  OF  DAVID  LANHAM 
MR.  LANHAM:   David  Lanham.   I  live  at  3719 
Washington  Street,  City  of  Riverside.  My  last  name  is  L-a- 
n-h-a-m. 

I  would  like  to  speak  also  in  opposition  to 
the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill. 

A  study  of  the  Sagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project 
brings  numerous  questions  —  political,  technical, 
operational,  environment  quesbions  to  name  a  few. 

My  comments  will  address  environmental 
concerns,  specifically  the  potential  effect  on  areas  of  air 
quality  if  the  project  is  allowed  to  become  operational. 

A  more  detailed  written  comment  will  be 
submitted  containing  many  more  items  such  as  water 
pollution,  traffic,  regional  impacts,  et  cetera. 

Potential  air  pollution.   The  EIR/EIS  states 
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14 
that  at  a  maximum,  six  trains  will  be  operating  per  day. 
Each  train  loaded  with  tons  of  refuse  will  spew  black  diesel 
exhaust  into  our  pristine  desert  air  as  it  take  its  cargo  to 
the  landfill  site. 

The  EIR/EIS  is  not  clear,  at  least  in  my 
reading  of  it,  regarding  proposed  total  number  of  trains  and 
trips. 

As  stated  previously,  six  trains  maximum  will 
be  utilized  to  haul  waste  from  throughout  southern 
California  to  Ferrum  Junction. 

On  page  16  of  Volume  I  of  the  EIR/EIS 
document,  it  states  in  quotes,  "Initially  there  will  be  five 
diesel  electric  locomotives  available  to  power  the  trains 
between  Ferrum  Junction  and  the  proposed  landfill  site." 

The  document  does  not  specify  how  many  trips 
these  five  locomotives  will  make  between  the  Junction  and 
the  Site. 

The  EIR/EIS  does  state  again  on  page  16, 
"Although  placement  of  waste  in  the  landfill  will  be 
restricted  to  daylight  hours,  the  container  handling  yard 
will  be  used  to  receive  and  store  containers  from  the  trucks 
and  unit  trains  on  a  24  hours  basis." 

This  would  suggest  to  me  that  the  five  diesel 
trains  will  operate  around  tha  clock  between  Ferrum  Junction 
and  the  Site,  again  fouling  the  air  with  diesel  pollutants. 
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If  I  understand  the  document,  a  total  of  11 
trains  will  be  utilized  to  fill  the  needs  of  the  project; 
six  trains  hauling  waste  daily  to  Ferrum  Junction,  and  five 
trains  making  an  unspecified  number  of  trips  between  Ferrum 
and  the  Landfill. 

The  EIR  and  EIS  states  that  200  daily  two-way 
truck  trips  will  be  required.   This  activity  will  of  course, 
add  to  the  air  pollution.  Emissions  from  these  200  trucks 
in  addition  to  the  train  activity,  will  without  a  doubt, 
taint  the  desert  air. 

The  24  hour  activity  at  the  container  handling 
yard  will  again  add  to  the  air  pollution  problem.  Rubber 
tired  loaders  and  mobile  overhead  cranes  working  around  the 
clock  will  once  again  emit  diesel  smoke  into  the  desert  air. 
The  on-site  24  hour  maintenance  of  the  landfill  equipment 
will  add  still  more  pollutants  to  the  air. 

Additional  pollutants  will  enter  the  desert 
air  via  the  every  day  operations  at  the  site,  such  as  the 
dumping  of  refuse,  bulldozing  of  refuse  at  the  working 
place,  spreading  and  compacting  refuse  and  application  of 
daily  cover  at  the  end  of  each  working  day. 

A  critical  point  integral  to  -the  overall 
project  just  mentioned,  is  the  idea  or  plan  to  cover  the 
refuse  at  the  end  of  each  working  day.  Anyone  in  the 
audience  who  has  ever  emptied  trash  from  a  pickup  truck, 
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16 
knows  that  once  empty,  trash  items  are  usually  scattered  by 
any  existing  winds. 

The  wind  activity  associated  with  Eagle 
Mountain  ensures  still  more  air  pollution  plus  the 
blanketing  of  trash  over  primarily  untouched  desert  land  and 
air. 

Page  219  paints  an  accurate  picture  of 
everyday  activity  at  the  site,  activity  that  will  produce 
air  contamination  or  smog  in  the  area  that  is  today  clean, 
and  in  fact  pristine. 

The  summary  states,  again  in  guotations, 
"After  the  crawler  tractors  have  spread  the  refuse,  the 
refuse  will  be  compacted  by  diesel-powered  landfill 
compactors.  As  final  evaluations  are  reached,  the  tractors 
will  track  roll  and  level  the  refuse  to  minimize  the 
reguirements  for  daily  ':over.n 

Still  in  guotations,  "Each  landfill  compactor 
for  this  operation  will  compact  a  minimum  of  2,000  tons  of 
refuse  per  10  hour  day.  Up  to  10  compactors  will  be  in 
operation  when  the  landfill  is  operating  a  maximum  flow." 

This  every  day  activity  will  again  ensure  more 
damage  to  the  air  guality  that  we  now  enjoy. 

While  the  EIR/EIS  points  out  that  the  various 
agencies  ranging  from  the  BLM/AQMB,  state  and  local  agencies 
will  monitor  and  regulate  the  air  guality  and  other  areas  of 
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17 
concern.   The  underlying  fact  remains  that  the  proposed 
project  if  approved,  will  have  a  negative  effect  on  air 
quality. 

The  proposed  landfill  will  destroy  without 
question  an  area  viewed  by  some  close-minded  Angelenos  as 
desolate  barren  and  lifeless.  Real  life  common  sense  tells 
us  that  our  desert  is  living,  breath-taking  and  a  vital  link 
to  living,  breathing  animals.  Reptiles,  birds  and  people 
who  enjoy  the  environment. 

The  project  if  approved,  will  again  impact  the 
current  natural  setting. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  comment  on 
statements  made  in  recent  public  forums  by  MRC 
representatives  regarding  air  quality.  One  idea  offered  is 
that  should  the  project  be  allowed  to  operate,  the  air 
pollution  may  in  fact  decrease  in  Los  Angeles  and  the 
Southern  California  basin.   The  reasoning  as  stated  by  MRC 
officials  is  that  the  train  and  truck  activity  associated 
with  Eagle  Mountain  will  cause  current  truck  trash  activity 
to  decrease  in  the  L.A.  basin. 

Another  point  raised  recently  is  the  attitude 
that  the  desert  community  almost  owes  the  Southern 
California  region  this  project. 

In  a  recent  newspaper  article,  and  at  a 
Coachella  Valley  Association  of  Governments  meeting  in  Palm 
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Desert,  it  was  stated  that  if  all  things  being  egual,  the 
desert  community  should  share  the  burden.   In  fact,  maybe 
oil  rigs  should  be  moved  from  the  Los  Angeles  basin  to  the 
desert  since  we  all  share  the  region  and  add  to  air 
pollution  by  driving  automobiles.   These  comments  are,  in  a 
word,  "ridiculous." 

As  you  can  probably  guess  by  now,  I  am  no 
expert  on  the  project  or  impacts  to  be  felt  by  it.   I  can 
offer,  however,  that  if  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  becomes 
operational,  the  Los  Angeles-Southern  California  air  basin, 
will  still  be  filled  with  unhsalthful  air  10  years  from  now. 
At  the  same  time  the  pristine  desert  air  will  have  been 
destroyed  by  the  effects  of  this  project.   The  Los  Angeles 
station  of  our  desert  air  will  be  complete. 

Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Joseph  Fiss? 

STATEMENT  OF  JOSEPH  FISS 

MR.  FISS:  My  name  is  Joseph  Fiss  — 
F-i-s-s.   I  represent  the  City  of  Indio. 

The  Indio  City  Council  supports  the  proposal 
for  the  landfill  project  at  Eagle  Mountain,  however,  we 
reguest  that  the  following  conditions  be  incorporated  into 
the  EIR/EIS  as  mitigation  measures. 

1.   That  the  best  available  technology  be 
utilized  in  an  effort  to  protect  the  groundwater  from 
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contamination  caused  by  the  landfill. 

2.  That  all  of  the  trash  hauled  to  the  site 
from  west  of  the  Coachella  Valley,  be  transported  only  by 

train,  and 

3.  That  the  operators  and  haulers  have 
adequate  liability  insurance  to  cover  spills  and  other 
events  that  may  impact  ;he  community. 

That  is  all. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Lois  Mall? 

STATEMENT  OF  LOIS  MALL 

MS.  MALL:   I  am  the  Regional  Director  for  the 
American  Lung  Association  of  Coachella  Valley. 

Our  office  address  is  75161  Sego  Lane,  Suite 
F-14,  Palm  Desert. 

The  American  Lung  Association  speaks  for 
several  thousand  Coachella  Valley  people  who  suffer  with 
chronic  pulmonary  problems  or  heart  diseases.  Also  the 
elderly,  small  children  and  babies,  all  of  whom  are  at  risk 
from  concentrations  of  air  pollution. 

This  desert  area  is  well-known  for  the 
healthful,  clean  air  here.   Thousands  of  retired  people  and 
those  suffering  with  chronic  respiratory  diseases  live  here 
because  of  the  clean  air. 

Establishing  a  waste  disposal  facility  at 
Eagle  Mountain  would  create  many  serious  problems  in  the 
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20 
Coachella  Valley.   Increased  air  pollution  caused  by 
increased  trucking  on  1-10,  and  by  trains  used  to  transport 
waste  material  to  the  disposal  site  would  seriously  threaten 
the  quality  of  our  air.   Therefore,  this  letter  addresses 
only  the  problem  of  air  pollution. 

Studies  show  that  the  largest  percentage  of 
all  air  pollution  is  attributable  to  exhaust  from  various 
vehicles.   This  includes  ozone  and  particulate  pollution,  56 
percent  of  total  carbon  monoxide,  32  percent  of  airborne 
lead,  25  percent  of  hydrocarbons,  and  31  percent  of  nitrogen 
oxide  emitted  into  the  air.   This  poisonous  combination  of 
gases  aggravates  asthma,  emphysema  and  other  lung  diseases. 

High  levels  of  air  pollution  have  become  very 
very  unhealthy  and  are  very  expensive.   The  direct  and 
indirect  health  costs  of  outdoor  air  pollution  alone  are 
estimated  to  be  between  $40-50  billion  a  year.   It  is  each 
person's  responsibility  to  help  reduce  the  level  of  air 
pollution.  All  residents  need  to  take  personal 
responsibility  for  our  air  quality. 

Thousands  of  elderly  and  people  afflicted  with 
lung  diseases  who  came  to  live  in  the  clean,  smog-free  air 
of  the  desert  with  the  hope  of  improving  the  quality  of 
their  lives,  and  possibly  living  a  little  longer,  are  the 
unfortunates  who  would  suffer  the  most  if  the  proposed  Eagle 
Mountain  Waste  Disposal  Program  is  put  into  effect. 
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The  American  Lung  Association  is  asking  all  of 
you  to  take  a  personal  role  in  the  fight  against  outdoor  air 
pollution. 

You  are  urged  to  keep  our  Valley  a  safe  place 
to  breathe,  and  vote  against  the  Eagle  Mountain  Waste 
Disposal  Program. 

I  also  have  a  statement  here  written  by  the 
local  "Better  Breathers'  Club,"  which  is  a  support 
organization  that  people  who  are  affected  by  COPD  —  chronic 
pulmonary  problems  —  and  this  says  the  Better  Breathers' 
Club  is  a  non-profit  organization  of  persons  with  chronic 
obstructive  pulmonary  disease,  family  members  and  friends. 

COPD  is  a  term  given  victims  of  allergies, 
asthma,  bronchiectasis,  bronchitis,  black  lung,  chronic 
bronchitis,  cystic  fibrosis,  chronic  pneumonia,  emphysema, 
lung  cancer,  miner's  lung,  post-polio,  tuberculosis,  white 
lung  and  many  other  diseases  resulting  in  respiratory  and 
pulmonary  difficulty. 

There  are  approximately  5,000  people  with  this 
serious  pulmonary  and  respiratory  problem  living  in  the 
upper  and  lower  deserts,  and  the  Coachella  Valley. 

We  must  live  here  to  avail  ourselves  of  the 
clean,  dry  air. 

We  therefore  reguire  the  highest  guality  of 
air  pollution  control  possible.  We  reguest  that  the 
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22 
standards  of  air  pollution  not  be  lowered  beyond  their 
present  status.  This  is  for  our  survival. 

It  is  signed  by  Jack  Side  who  is  president  of 
that  group,  and  by  the  recording  secretary  as  well  as  the 
corresponding  secretary. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Mr.  and  Mrs.  R.  C.  Forbes? 
STATEMENT  OF  RICHARD  FORBES 

MR.  FORBES:   My  name  is  Richard  Forbes.   I 
live  in  Anza,  California  —  up  the  hill  from  here. 

I  have  been  a  resident  of  Riverside  County  on 
and  off  since  '56,  and  still  am  a  resident. 

I  would  like  to  express  my  opinion  that  if 
that  landfill  can  be  done  without  contamination  of  ground 
water,  I  don't  think  you  are  going  to  have  to  worry  about 
air  pollution.   It  is  a  going  concern.  We  are  always  going 
to  have  waste.  Waste  that  can  be  prevented  should  be 
prevented,  and  it  would  be  a  waste  not  to  use  those  pits  at 
Eagle  Mountain. 

As  far  as  the  dozing  goes ,  I  imagine  there 
will  be  quite  a  few  months  before  —  maybe  years  —  before  a 
dozer  would  have  to  work  in  those  holes. 

The  question  of  locomotive  contamination  and 
the  fumes  locus,  Kaiser  shipped  two  trains  a  day,  10,000 
tons  a  train.  The  SP  used  many  locomotives  to  haul  that 
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load.   They  will  not  use  as  many  to  haul  the  lower  tonnage. 

2 

We  talk  about  smog  here  in  the  Valley?  Air 

3 

pollution? 

22 

4 

When  I  first  came  to  this  area  in  1956  there 

5 

was  no  smog  in  this  Valley  —  you  would  see  a  little  coming 

6 

through  White  Water  Pass  once  in  a  while  —  but  there  was  no 

7 

smog  here  in  the  Valley  until  they  built  the  freeway. 

8 

So,  I  would  suggest  instead  of  worrying  about 

9 

a  few  locomotives  —  park  your  car. 

10 

Thank  you. 

11 

MS.  WETZEL:   Allen  Reames? 

12 

STATEMENT  OF  ALLEN  REAMES 

13 

MR.  REAMES:  My  name  is  Allen  Reames.   I  am  a 

14 

resident  of  the  Desert  Center  area.   I  farm  in  Desert 

15 

Center.   I  have  the  largest  active  farming  operation  at  the 

23a 

16 

moment  in  that  area,  and  I  am  very  concerned  about  the 

17 

water. 

18 

My  wife  has  an  aqua  culture  operation  and  that 

19 

is  a  matter  of  growing  fish  —  she  is  concerned  about  the 

20 

water. 

21 

If  the  water  is  polluted  in  the  Valley,  we  are 

22 

both  out  of  business.  When  this  project  was  first  proposed, 

23 

my  immediate  concern  was  the  endangerment  of  the  water. 

24 

Until  the  EIR  came  out,  I  did  everything  I  could  to  reserve 

25 

any  other  concept  that  I  had  about  the  project  until  the 
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24 
water  issue  was  laid  before  me  to  read. 

When  I  was  a  young  man,  I  lived  in  a  J.  C. 
Nichols  development  in  Kansas  City,  Missouri.  And  I  grew  up 
as  a  child  and  if  I  wanted  to  go  to  my  friend's  house,  I 
could  walk  up  the  street  or  I  could  walk  through  the  back 
yards,  because  in  that  area  of  the  mid-west  there  weren't 
any  fences,  and  the  yards  would  just  flow  one  into  another. 
When  I  moved  to  California,  what  I  noticed  is 
that  everybody  had  a  fence  in  their  back  yard.   That  fence 
in  the  back  yard  has  now  expanded  from  a  wire  fence  to  a 
board  fence  and  we  are  seeing  an  increasing  amount  of  brick 
walls,  or  concrete  block  wall  fences  in  our  back  yards. 

The  sad  thing  is  that  we  have  become  a  people 
that  are  pre-occupied  with  our  back  yards,  and  we  have 
forgotten  that  we  are  in  a  neighborhood. 

Now,  while  I  stand  to  lose  if  this  project 
pollutes,  I  also  have  a  responsibility  to  the  neighborhood 
in  which  I  live  which  is  Southern  California,  and  I  feel 
that  if  the  experts  who  know,  who  have  written  their 
documents  in  relation  to  this  EIR,  dealing  with  the  specific 
issues,  then  I  have  to  pay  some  attention  to  what  they  have 
to  say  —  and  this  document  covers  everybody's  back  yard. 
It  covers  the  back  yard  of  the  turtles  —  not  a  word 
mentioned  about  how  many  turtles  were  killed  when  the  tanks 
were  running  over  them  out  here  in  the  World  War  II  time. 
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25 
The  sheep  in  the  Eagle  Mountain  area,  they  wouldn't  have  any 
water  but  for  leaking  water  tanks  being  fed  by  human 
resources . 

The  project  goes  to  extraordinary  lengths  to 
protect  the  turtle,  to  protect  the  sheep.   I  think  it  does 
an  adequate  job  as  far  as  I  can  see  in  protecting  the 
resource  that  I  am  most  concerned  about  in  my  back  yard 
which  is  water.   But  the  most  important  thing  that  I  think 
this  Environmental  Impact  Report  failed  to  do  is  it  failed 
to  discuss  the  neighborhood.  And  the  impact  on  the  entire 
Southern  California  area  of  increasing  garbage  without 
proper  disposal  is  a  process  and  a  problem  of  neighborhood 
proportions,  not  back  yards. 

Now,  the  alternatives  that  have  been  suggested 
of  the  not  in  my  back  yard,  is  that  we  each  clean  up  our 
own;  let  Los  Angeles  take  care  of  their  own  waste  and  we 
take  care  of  our  own  waste.   If  you  put  that  scheme  in  the 
back  yard  thinking  process,  and  the  back  yard  syndrome,  then 
your  back  yard  may  be  very  clean  and  your  garbage  may  be 
properly  handled  and  recycled  or  buried  or  burned  or 
whatever  your  system  is  for  handling  your  garbage.   But  if 
your  next  door  neighbor  in  the  next  yard  doesn't  take  care 
of  his,  then  all  of  the  comments  that  we  have  heard  so  far 
tonight,  exist.   The  wind  still  blows  his  smell,  his  dust, 
his  dirt,  from  his  back  yard  into  yours.  And  until  the 
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Environmental  Impact  Report  and  the  people  that  write  it 
begin  to  look  at  this  as  an  area  problem  which  will  cause 
some  disruption  of  individual  back  yards  for  the  benefit  of 
the  neighborhood,  I  think  we  have  missed  one  of  the  primary 
issues.   Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Patricia  Weisteader. 
STATEMENT  OF  PATRICIA  WEISTEADER 
MS.  WEISTEADER:   My  name  is  Patricia 
Weisteader.   I  live  at  71455  18th  Avenue,  Desert  Hot 
Springs. 

I  feel  that  there  is  no  chance  that  the 
aguifers  can  remain  pure  with  this  project.   It  is  not  a 
matter  of  will  they  become  polluted,  it  is  a  matter  of  when 
and  how  badly  and  with  what. 

I  don't  believe  that  Riverside  County  should 
take  on  the  burden  of  the  trash  of  the  other  counties,  and  I 
don't  believe  that  they  will  consider  it  on  their  honor  to 
sort  out  the  pollutants  and  to  keep  our  aguifers  pure. 

The  desert  is  felt  to  be  useless  by  the  people 
who  live  in  big  cities  who  have  everything  delivered  to  them 
and  don't  really  know  where  it  comes  from,  and  when  they 
throw  out  their  trash,  they  don't  really  know  or  care  where 
it  goes. 

When  the  ground  water  becomes  polluted,  how  do 
we  handle  the  claims  of  the  farmers  and  the  home  owners  who 
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27 
have  to  deal  with  this?  Has  the  expense  for  these  legal 
suits  been  written  into  the  project  cost?  They  may  figure 
that  they  can  use  this  place  to  deliver  their  trash  for  100 
years,  but  it  is  not  going  to  take  100  years  to  spoil  the 
aquifer  of  that  desert  area. 

I  don't  believe  that  we  should  defer  Los 
Angeles'  problem  of  dealing  with  trash.   If  they  have  this 
project  for  100  years,  chey  won't  look  for  any  other 
solutions,  but  they  will  just  consider  that  they  can 
continue  with  the  process  that  they  had  before. 

The  users  of  the  Coachella  Valley  Water 
District  have  recently  been  informed  the  District  plans  to 
routinely  add  chemicals  to  pure  water  to  avoid  having  to 
report  incidents  of  pollution.   There  are  those  of  us  who 
feel  a  value  in  having  pure  water.  And  the  residents  of 
Desert  Center  have  chosen  a  remote  area  that  should  be  free 
of  Los  Angeles  pollution. 

People  who  do  not  want  the  filth  of  the  city 
have  the  option  to  move  to  remote  desert  areas.   Several 
certified  organic  farmers  and  other  farmers  produce  crops  in 
the  Desert  Center  area.  They  did  not  move  to  downtown  Los 
Angeles  or  to  L.  A.  County  and  suddenly  demand  that  they 
pollution  stop  so  they  could  produce  crops  with  pure  water 
and  pure  air. 

Los  Angeles  County  should  not  be  allowed  to 
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destroy  the  purity  of  the  place  that  they  have  gone  to. 

The  plan  that  has  been  put  forward  reminds  me 
of  one  in  the  '60's  where  they  were  thinking  of  drilling 
holes  in  the  mountains  to  allow  the  smog  to  go  through  to 
the  useless  desert  areas  where  people  like  everyone  in /this 
room  has  chosen  to  live,  so  that  we  can  breathe  pure  air  and 
drink  pure  water,  and  enjoy  the  beauty  that  the  desert 
offers,  and  will  continue  to  offer  if  these  values  are  not 
put  above  the  interest  of  L.A.  County's  handling  a  problem 
that  they  don't  want  to  handle  on  their  own  turf. 

No  laws  were  broken  when  Otis  Chandler  and 
Mulholland  destroyed  Owens  Valley  in  the  name  of  water  for 
Los  Angeles  City.  And  we  have  all  seen  what  happens  there; 
it  has  gone  on  for  decades  now,  and  the  dispute  hasn't 
stopped. 

We  don't  need  to  voluntarily  allow  this  to 
happen  to  our  area.   I  think  we  can  let  them  deal  with  their 
own  problem  and  I  think  that  we  can  keep  our  desert  pure. 

Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Larry  Charpied? 
STATEMENT  OF  LARRY  CHARPIED 

MR.  CHARPIED:   My  name  is  Larry  Charpied  — 
C-h-a-r-p-i-e-d. 

I  am  also  a  Desert  Center  resident.   I  am  a 
farmer  in  Desert  Center. 
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29 
I  have  a  lot  of  concerns  about  this  project. 
My  major  concern  seems  how  I  do  drink  the  water  and  bathe  in 
the  water  and  water  my  crops  with  it,  is  the  possibility  of 
the  water,  the  9.1  million  storage  capacity  aquifer  in  the 
Desert  Center  area  becoming  polluted. 

Before  I  get  into  this  though,  I  would  like  to 
address  one  thing  I  read  in  the  EIR  which  I  think  is  really 
important,  and  it  deals  with  the  Kaiser  employees,  and  the 
benefits  owed  to  them  by  the  Kaiser  Company. 

I  think  that  since  it  is  in  the  EIR,  I  think 
there  should  be  some  definite  numbers  put  there  as  to  what 
percentage  of  benefits  the  Kaiser  employees  are  going  to 
receive,  and  I  also  believe  there  should  be  a  time  frame  on 
when  MRC  plans  to  pay  these  people  this  money.   The  reason  I 
say  this,  MRC's  track  record  with  CSA  54  where  they  promised 
$200,000  in  two  payments,  and  for  whatever  reason  now  they 
decide  they  don't  want  to  pay  the  other  half  of  that. 

I  think  that  we  should  all  take  that  as  an 
example  and  make  sure  what  we  are  getting  from  MRC  —  if 
anything  --  is  more  than  just  a  promise. 

The  second  thing  I  would  like  to  get  into  now 
is  the  landfill  design,  and  it  has  to  do  with  the  landfill 
cover,  leachate  collection  system,  and  also  some  opinions 
that  I  saw  in  the  EIR.  One  of  the  opinions  I  saw  was  they 
called  the  water  quality  in  the  Desert  Center  area,  they 
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30 
called  it  not  suitable  for  most  crops  or  for  any  kind  of 
domestic  use.  And  the  reason  I  call  that  an  opinion  was 
after  looking  at  the  information  in  the  Riverside  County 
Waste  Treatment  Plan  concerning  the  proposed  Palo  Verde 
Nuclear  Power  Plant,  they  went  through  hundreds  and  hundreds 
of  wells  in  the  Blythe  area,  and  those  wells,  if  you  compare 
those  to  the  ones  in  the  EIR  from  the  Desert  Center  area, 
the  water  is  virtually  the  same,  and  the  people  of  the 
Blythe  area  apparently  their  opinion  is  that  water  can  be 
used  on  various  crops  as  well  as  they  drink  and  use  the 
water  for  bathing  and  all. 

Another  thing  I  would  like  to  get  into  is  the 
permeability  of  the  cover.   In  the  EIR  it  states  that 
anaerobic  digestion  will  reduce  a  lot  of  the  material  in 
there,  and  in  this  process  water  will  be  let  lose. 

It  says  in  the  EIR  that  the  water  will  then 
evaporate  up  through  the  cover  on  there,  and  I  just  don't 
understand  this  because  later  on  it  says  that  same  cover 
will  prevent  water  from  pouring  through  there  when  it  rains. 
I  just  can't  understand  how  the  water  can  evaporate  through 
but  not  penetrate  through. 

Another  thing  that  I  am  really  concerned  about 
is  the  leachate  collection  system.   I  hear  over  and  over 
again  state  of  the  art  design.   I  don't  know  what  they  are 
talking  about.   From  all  the  information  that  I  am  able  to 
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come  up  with  and  the  books  I  have  read  specifically  on 
leachate  collection  systems,  the  longevity  of  a  leachate 
collection  systems  is  approximately  10  years,  where  one  of 
four  things  will  happen  to  the  leachate  collection  system. 

The  first  is  mineralization  will  occur, 
especially  in  an  area  like  Desert  Center,  where  we  see  it  on 
our  swamp  coolers  that  build  up.  when  this  mineralization 
occurs,  it  will  become  plugged.  If  that  doesn't  happen, 
there  is  organisms  which  in  this  dark,  damp  area,  will  start 
to  grow  and  eventually  these  organisms  will  cause  clogging 
of  this  leachate  collection  system. 

A  third  way  is  the  actual  silky.  And  a  fourth 
way  is  because  of  the  multitude  of  chemicals  that  go  into 
landfills  that  cannot  be  kept  out,  and  the  reason  I  say 
cannot  be  kept  out,  SCS  engineers,  one  of  the  initial 
designers  of  the  project,  stated  that  .01  percent  will  be 
hazardous  waste  in  various  forms,  and  once  this  stuff  is 
mixed  together,  even  new  chemicals  are  going  to  be  created. 
These  new  chemicals  will  in  fact  attack  the  leachate 
collection  system  pipes,  and  with  this  thousands 'and 
millions  of  pounds  on  top,  eventually  they  will  crush.  Once 
we  have  a  leachate  collection  system  that  no  longer 
functions,  what  we  have  is  a  huge  bathtub  storing  this  toxic 
material. 

The  problem  that  we  foresee,  I  foresee,  and  I 
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also  say  that  for  the  Citizens  of  Chuckwalla  Valley  which  is 
a  group  in  Desert  Center  opposed  to  this  project,  foresees 
that  first  of  all,  we  have  a  problem  with  the  plastic  liners 
in  that  there  are  inherent  flaws  in  plastic  liners.  The 
best  case  scenario,  manufacturing  flaws  is  that  they  will 
leak  a  certain  amount. 

We  just  can't  understand  why  we  are  proposing 
this  huge  project  —  the  world's  largest  garbage  dump  —  on 
one  of  the  state ' s  second  largest  aguif ers  with  a  potential 
of  polluting  it  all. 

The  same  report  that  I  referred  to  earlier  in 
the  Blythe  area  concerning  the  Palo  Verde  Nuclear  Power 
Plant,  also  states  that  the  water  gradient  is  from  the  Eagle 
Mountain  to  the  Colorado  River.   What  we  are  talking  about 
is  a  matter  of  time  that  once  this  water  is  polluted,  that 
it  will  in  fact  go  down  to  the  Colorado  River. 

I  just  can't  imagine  taking  this  type  of 
chance. 

Another  thing  that  I  read  over  and  over  in  the 
EIR  is  they  talk  about  the  fractures  under  the  mine  area, 
and  they  say  because  of  these  fractures  there  are  isolated 
pockets  of  water,  and  they  say  that  these  isolated  pockets 
of  water  are  unrelated  to  the  main  aguifer  and  that  way  we 
don't  have  to  worry  about  it. 

Using  that  same  reasoning  that  those  same 
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fractures  can  take  this  leachate  and  take  it  down  into  the 
aquifer  through  many  myriad  directions  which  are 
undetectable,  and  we  could  spend  years  before  we  even  know 
that  this  thing  is  leaking  into  our  aquifer. 

Another  thing  that  I  thought  was  rather 
interesting  was  when  we  were  talking  about  the  trucks  here 
just  a  couple  minutes  ago,  and  I  thought  it  was  important  to 
state  that  if  in  fact  the  train  does  go  down  and  then 
Kaiser's  running  of  the  train,  that  because  of  rain  storms, 
they  weren't  able  to  use  the  rail  line  for  various  reasons 
several  times.  We  are  talking  about  650  more  trucks  a  day, 
so  that  is  850  one-way  trips,  and  we  can  all  add  —  you 
know,  we  are  talking  about  so  many  trucks,  I  don't  even  know 
how  they  are  going  to  get  them  to  move  on  the  road.   It  just 
doesn't  make  sense  to  me. 

The  last  thing  I  would  like  to  talk  about  is 
there  are  in  fact  alternatives  to  landfills  at  this  point  in 
time.   There  are  companies  such  as  RECOMP  which  can  in  fact 
right  now,  compost  a  large  majority  of  the  material  as  well 
as  recycling  a  large  percentage,  where  they  can  reduce  what 
goes  into  the  landfill  by  80  percent.   If  this  is  the  case, 
they  can  extend  existing  landfill  sites  for  20  more  years  or 
more.   There  is  another  company  out  right  now  that  does 
mining  of  old  landfills.  They  go  in  and  take  out  what  they 
consider  beneficial,  clean  it  up,  put  in  a  liner  and  start 
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34 
all  over  again,  and  they  do  this  on  a  perpetual  basis. 

I  think  that  these  alternatives  are  something 
that  we  should  be  mandated  to  use  instead  of  continuing  with 
this  ostrich  approach  of  burying  our  garbage  somewhere  and 
acting  like  the  problem  is  solved.  That  doesn't  solve  the 
problem. 

Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Dick  Schall? 

STATEMENT  OF  DICK  SCHALL 

MR.  SCHALL:   I  will  try  and  make  it  brief,  but 
I've  got  to  give  a  little  background.   I  was  born  within  100 
yards  of  SP's  right  away,  so  I  sort  of  know  how  they 
maintain  them.  And  the  track  going  from  North  Shore  or  Salt 
Creek  up  to  the  mine,  would  be  in  your  Ranger's  jurisdiction 
which  you  guy's  won't  police  the  railroad  any  better  than 
anybody  else  in  the  State  of  California  does.   They  are 
known  for  dumping  garbage  that  they  are  hauling  and  won't 
clean  it  up. 

My  concern  is  my  wife  and  I  own  property  not 
only  in  this  county  right  by  the  right  away,  but  also  in  San 
Bernardino  County.   So  if  you  are  going  to  let  them  have 
this,  I  want  it  to  show  that  I  stand  against  these  being  put 
on  sidings,  I  want  them  sealed  from  the  time  they  leave  Los 
Angeles,  taken  to  the  dump  and  sealed  going  back,  because 
they  will  stink,  and  like  the  gentleman  just  said,  I  drove 
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out  there  last  week  and  look  at  that  right  away,  it  is  in 
such  an  atrocious  shape  they  are  not  going  to  put  any  trains 
over  that  for  a  long  time.   Your  people  if  they  have  been 
out  there  will  see  the  same  thing  I  saw.   That  track  was 
designed  to  bring  heavy  loads  from  the  mine  down,  not  heavy 
loads  pushed  up. 

It  crosses  the  Coachella  Valley  Water  District 
canal.   They  should  be  here  raising  cane,  because  unless 
that  bridge  is  made  so  if  they  have  a  derailment,  the 
farmers  in  this  Valley  are  going  to  be  in  trouble. 

So,  if  you  are  going  to  let  them  do  it,  make 
sure  they  are  sealed  cars  both  ways  so  that  we  don't  have  to 
smell  it  sitting  in  North  Shore  when  it  is  100  degrees  and 
they  leave  it  sit  there  for  a  week.   Because  as  he  said, 
when  that  floods  out,  that  is  where  they  are  going  to  sit, 
North  Shore  and  down  at  Salt  Creek.   Kaiser  let  their  stuff 
sit  there  when  they  were  hauling  the  ore. 

I  don't  think  that  you  have  addressed  this 
problem,  and  if  you  think  the  railroad  —  I  seem  to  get  out 
of  your  statement  that  the  railroad  is  not  all  that  enthused 
about  this  little  deal  —  and  they  are  not  going  to  park 
their  piggy-back  to  let  your  garbage  go.   So  the  garbage  is 
going  to  be  sitting  and  the  piggy-backs  are  going  to  be 
going. 

It  use  to  be  when  I  was  a  kid,  it  was  the 
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36 
passenger  trains.  And  then  when  they  got  rid  of  the 
passenger  trains,  then  went  through  their  cattle  trains  and 
that,  and  now  it's  piggy-back,  and  L.A.  will  not  give 
priority.   If  you  could  make  in  there  so  that  when  it  leaves 
Los  Angeles,  it  has  to  continue  to  the  siding  to  go  up  above 
it  would  be  great. 

MS.  WETZEL:   William  Byrne? 

STATEMENT  OF  WILLIAM  BYRNE 
MR.  BYRNE:  William  Byrne  —  B-y-r-n-e. 
Thank  you.   Ladies  and  gentlemen,  I  am  vice 
preside  of  Friends  of  the  Environment,  Post  Office  Box  9601, 
Palm  Springs  92263. 

First  of  all,  we  haven't  taken  a  position  as 
yet.  We  have  not  had  a  copy  of  the  EIR;  I  would  like  to 
request  a  copy  because  we  are  concerned  because  of  the  air 
pollution  factors  involved,  and  perhaps  we  can  get  a  copy  so 
our  engineers  can  look  at  it  at  this  time. 

Now,  I  will  wear  my  other  hat  —  Bill  Byrne, 
private  citizen.   This  isn't  on  behalf  of  Friends  of  the 
Environment,  this  is  on  behalf  of  Bill  Byrne. 

My  background  is  automotive  engineering,  and 
quite  frankly  I  was  disturbed  by  what  I  saw  in  the  EIR. 
There  was  no  mention  of  alternatives  to  the  diesel  engines, 
to  the  diesel  trucks  —  there  was  a  total  lack  of  it  in  the 
EIR  —  of  other  ways  to  go. 
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37 
This  is  a  very  innovative  thing.   You  need  to 
fill  that  big  hole  up  there,  and  there  is  a  lot  of  garbage 
to  fill  it  with,  but  you  can  come  up  with  innovative 
solutions  for  these  trains,  these  diesel  trucks.  Maybe  they 
should  be  propane  trucks,  methane  trucks,  you  know,  or  mixes 
of  this  amount,  because  that  garbage  is  going  to  produce  an 
awful  lot  of  methane.   So  why  not  power  the  vehicles  with  it 
because  it  is  relatively  pollution  free. 

Now,  that  brings  me  to  another  point.   In 
opposing  the  automobile  raceway  in  Palm  Springs,  we  were 
sadly  disappointed  in  the  Air  Quality  Management  District's 
efforts  to  protect  the  guality  of  our  air.   I  don't  think 
you  can  depend  upon  them  to  protect  the  guality  of  air  in 
this  corridor  along  I-lo.   I  think  you  have  to  do  it.   You 
and  the  County,  because  I  am  assuming,  and  from  what  I  know, 
you  are  the  lead  agencies,  the  BLM  and  the  County,  is  that 
correct? 

Okay.   In  our  dsalings  with  the  Air  Quality 
and  the  enormous  air  pollution,  30  times  what  is  considered 
significant  in  the  raceway,  the  Air  Quality  Management 
District  simply  rolled  over  and  played  dead,  and  they  said, 
well,  it's  not  our  responsibility,  it's  the  lead  agency. 

So,  please,  you  people  on  the  BLM,  put  some 
teeth  into  this  thing,  puts  some  rules  and  regulations.   If 
you  are  going  to  haul  all  this  garbage  up  there,  fill  that 
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38 
big  pit  which  probably  needs  doing,  then  make  it  work  by 
using  innovative  solutions  in  the  trains  and  diesel  trucks  - 
-  maybe  not  use  diesel  —  look  at  these  other  issues  in  the 
final  EIR.   Get  some  engineers  to  look  at  other  ways  to 
power  those  trains  and  ;he  trucks. 

Also,  don't  depend  on  the  Air  Quality 
Management  District,  it  is  up  to  you  to  put  some  teeth,  some 
severe  penalties  to  the  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  if  they 
violate  the  air  guality  laws  of  the  state,  and  I  think  you 
can  turn  to  the  Air  Resource  Board  for  more  realistic 
appraisals  rather  than  the  Air  Quality  Management  District. 

I  would  like  to  make  another  comment.  Mr. 
Gary  Koval,  the  Vice  President  of  the  MRC,  he  mentioned  in 
today's  Desert  Sun  that  just  opposing  the  air  guality  was 
worth  $30  million  in  annual  royalties  for  the  county.  Well, 
he  apparently  is  suggesting  that  all  these  people  that  Ms. 
Mall  —  Lois  Mall  from  the  air  people,  Better  Breathers  and 
the  American  Lung  Association  —  is  a  matter  of  paying  them 
for  the  quality  of  the  air  in  our  area. 

Well,  I  would  like  to  make  a  counter  offer 
since  Mr.  Koval  seems  to  want  to  deal,  how  about  $300 
trillion  for  our  air? 

Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Rolfe  Tandberg? 

MR.  TANDBERG:   That's  me. 
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STATEMENT  OF  ROLFE  TANDBERft 

MR.  TANDBERG:   I  was  wondering  when  you  would 
finally  get  around  to  me,  but  1  will  close  the  show. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  I  am  a  retired  mail  man 
from  Redondo  Beach  in  1976,  and  in  1978,  I  became  an 
attorney.   But  no  matter  what  our  station  in  life,  all  the 
people  as  I  said  two  years  ago  in  Joshua  Tree,  we  are  all  in 
the  same  boat  together,  namely  our  health  and  our  pocket 
book. 

Now,  when  I  went  to  law  school,  the  teacher 
told  me,  he  says  don't  .start  throwing  a  lot  of  bull,  go  into 
your  briefs  and  say  it  all  in  about  75  pages. 

So,  I  have  come  with  my  expert  witnesses  here, 
namely  these  articles  in  the  paper  here  which  — 
incidentally,  on  my  drive  up  here  from  Torrance  where  I 
live,  I  noticed  a  sign  down  on  the  highway  here  that  says 
"Future  home  of  United  States  Bureau  of  Land  Management." 

Now,  I  should  think  that  the  employees  in  the 
United  States  Bureau  of  Land  Management  would  be  interested 
in  seeing  that  this  catastrophe  doesn't  occur.   I  mean  they 
are  only  15  or  20  miles  away,  but  my  neighbors  here  —  I'm 
not  a  neighbor  yet,  I  have  a  lot  up  there,  but  when  I  bought 
this  lot  in  '78,  I  thought,  well,  this  will  be  a  good  place 
to  retire  to.  Now,  I  don't  know.  What  are  you  going  to  do? 
Here  is  some  things  I  brought  up  —  this  is 
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40 
how  I  found  out  about  this  proposal.  The  important 
paragraph  here  is  the  proposed  landfill  is  less  than  one 
mile  from  Joshua  Monument's  boundary,  and  adjacent  to  2,000 
acre  central  basin  wilderness  Anderson  wrote.   He  is  a 
former  member  of  the  Joshua  Tree  administrative  body. 

Anderson  wrote,  "This  unit  represents  the  most 
pristine  example  of  Colorado  desert  exposition  under 
wilderness  protection." 

Here  is  another  article  —  about  poisons 
spilling  into  the  Sacramento  River.   Here  is  the  title  here. 
"How  many  disasters  will  we  tolerate?"   "Toxic  spill. 
Calif ornians  were  once  wary  of  the  railroad's  power."  Lets 
revive  that  cynicism.  The  railroad's  action  after  toxic 
spill.  Unical  faces  criminal  charges  for  pollution  —  not 
merely  civil  —  criminal  charges  for  pollution. 

Toxic  damage  alarms  officials.   Speed  weed 
killer  not  on  the  federal  list.  Toxic  clean  up  tactics  are 
discussed.   Farm  chemical  run  off  tied  to  massive  fish  kill. 
Northrup  oil  fill  pays  Air  Quality  Management  District  fine. 
All  right,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  the  reason  I 
am  here  is  because  —  well,  I  have  never  been  to  Palm  Desert 
before,  but  as  I  say,  I  was  in  Joshua  Tree  two  years  ago, 
and  at  that  time  we  were  confronted  with  the  proposal  of 
having  a  Mojave  Water  District  combined  with  the  Joshua  Tree 
Water  District.  We  told  them  that  the  effect  of  the  air 
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41 
pollution,  the  noise  pollution  and  the  air  pollution  it 
would  have,  they  changed  their  minds,  but  now  we  are 
confronted  with  a  much  more  serious  proposal. 

It  hasn't  been  written  into  a  contract  yet, 
has  it?  But  if  it  does,  here  is  what  I  would  propose  to  my 
fellow  constituents,  that  if  they  intend  to  go  through  with 
this,  that  I  would  like  to  bring  an  action  in  the  Federal 
District  Court  in  Los  Angeles  and  sue  them  for  $100  million 
for  damages  as  a  class  action.  And  furthermore,  to  find  out 
what  kind  of  a  contract  this  is. 

I  trust  everybody  --  I'm  very  gullible  —  but 
every  day  we  read  in  the  paper  about  kick  back  and  payolas 
going  from  the  private  contractor  into  the  hands  of  the 
government  employee  who  has  to  do  with  receiving  this  money. 
Now,  as  I  say,  I  believe  98  percent  of  the  people  are 
honest,  but  what  is  at  stake  here  is  our  health  and  our 
pocket  book. 

Now,  I  don't  want  to  spout  the  law  here,  but 
under  the  Constitution  all  these  people  —  and  myself  —  we 
have  the  right  that  our  property  shall  not  be  taken  from  us 
without  due  process  of  law. 

Now,  when  you  lower  the  value  of  your 
property,  you  are  taking  that  property.   First  of  all,  it  is 
worthless  in  the  hands  of  us  people;  if  we  are  to  sell  it, 
no  one  would  buy  it  because  under  real  estate  law,  you  have 
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4  2 
to  disclose  to  those  people  the  surrounding  circumstances. 

So,  in  other  words  what  you  are  doing  here  is 
you  are  stealing  our  property  if  you  go  through  with  this. 
Now  it  is  in  the  infancy;  it  is  a  mere  proposal,  but  if  you 
go  through  with  this  contract,  that's  what  I  propose  to  do. 
I  hope  the  people  here  will  stand  behind  me  in  this. 

The  two  speakers  before  me  made  a  very 
important  --  used  one  word  which  I  think  is  very  important  - 
-  what  about  alternatives?  Number  one,  an  alternative  would 
be  why  not  place  instead  of  metal  containers,  we  know  anyone 
who  knows  anything  about  fire  or  science,  knows  that  metal 
containers  under  the  heat  of  the  desert,  could  explode  and 
cause  damage  for  miles,  right? 

And  furthermore,  what  about  the  other 
alternative  so  far  as  area  is  concerned.   Do  you  have  to  put 
this  right  where  there  are  thousands  of  people  living?  Why 
not  put  it  up  in  the  area  of  the  desert  where  they  shot  off 
the  nuclear  bombs? 

In  closing,  that  is  what  I  would  like  to 
suggest  —  I  suggest  two  things  —  the  word  is  alternative. 

Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Clarence  Spier? 
STATEMENT  OF  CLARENCE  SPTER 

MR.  SPIER:   My  name  is  Clarence  Spier.   I  live 
at  83120  Avenue  51,  in  the  unincorporated  area  of  Riverside 
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43 
County  here  in  Coachella  Valley. 

I  would  like  to  begin  by  saying  that  I  have 
the  same  confidence  in  every  EIR  that  I  have  known  about,  as 
I  have  a  Gypsy  fortune  teller  who  would  be  coming  by  and 
wanting  to  tell  me  my  fortune.   The  only  reliability  in  that 
fortune  teller's  predictability  is  that  when  she  leaves,  I 
will  be  poorer  than  when  she  came. 

The  only  value  that  I  have  ever  seen  in  an  EIR 
is  that  it  enriches  the  consultants  who  prepare  it.   it 
doesn't  correspond  to  reality  six  months,  a  year,  10  years 
down  the  line  after  the  project  has  gone  in. 

The  project  reminds  me  of  something  that 
filled  the  news  two  or  three  years  ago,  when  two  or  three 
barges  of  garbage  were  sent  from  the  City  of  Islip,  New 
York,  down  the  coast  of  the  United  States  and  the  Atlantic, 
through  the  Caribbean  and  all  around  the  world  practically, 
to  find  a  place  to  dump  it  because  their  landfill  was  about 
to  give  out.  No  one  would  take  their  garbage,  so  they  found 
a  solution.  And  in  the  desert  landfills  are  not  a  solution 
to  our  problem.  We  demand  and  need  solutions,  not  just  a 
continuation  of  the  same  problem,  and  landfill  is  only  going 
to  perpetuate  the  problem  that  we  have. 

When  those  barges  arrived  back  in  East  Islip, 
f    city  began  to  do  some  innovative  things.   They  required 
a   paration  of  all  trash  and  garbage.   They  required 
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44 
composting  of  everything  that  could  be  composted. 
Recycling.   They  put  some  teeth  into  the  law  so  that  their 
enforcement  people  could  fine  householders  and  businesses  on 
the  spot  who  did  not  adequately  have  their  garbage  and  trash 
separated. 

After  a  year's  operation  this  project  had  not 
cost  Islip  a  penny.  It  had  put  a  million  dollars  into  that 
small  city's  treasury. 

This  kind  of  planning  and  foresight  has  been 
carried  on  by  other  cities  and  municipalities  across  this 
country.   The  technology  is  here,  lets  use  it  and  not 
continue  to  contaminate  our  air.  Let  us  not  be  a  dumping 
ground  for  Los  Angeles  County  trash,  or  any  more  than  any 
other  place  would  take  the  trash  of  East  Islip,  New  York. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Allen  Seman? 

STATEMENT  OF  ALLEN  SEMAN 

MR.  SEMAN:   Good  evening.   My  name  is  Allen 
Seman  —  S-e-m-a-n.   I  am  the  Mayor  pro  tern  of  the  City  of 
Rancho  Mirage. 

I  come  here  tonight  to  read  an  official 
statement  from  the  City  of  Rancho  Mirage. 

An  application  to  the  County  of  Riverside  for 
consideration  and  approval  of  a  General  Plan  Amendment,  a 
Specific  Plan  and  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report/Environmental  Impact  Statement  has  been  submitted  by 
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45 
the  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  and  Kaiser  Steel  Resources, 
Incorporated. 

An  application  to  the  United  States  Department 
of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  for 
consideration  and  approval  of  a  Federal  land  exchange  and 
right-of-way  has  been  submitted  by  MRC  and  Kaiser  Steel 
Resources,  Incorporated. 

These  applications  have  been  considered  by  the 
City  Council  of  the  City  of  Rancho  Mirage  and  have  been 
determined  to  directly  impact  the  citizens  of  the  City  of 
Rancho  Mirage,  in  that  the  proposed  project  will  result  in 
the  significant  degradation  of  the  air  quality  of  the 
Southeast  Desert  Air  basin. 

This  significant  degradation  of  air  quality 
cannot  be  mitigated  and  will  affect  the  quality  of  life  of 
the  citizens  of  Rancho  Mirage  and  the  Coachella  Valley, 
increasing  risk  to  health  and  lessening  visibility. 

There  is  no  reliable  guarantee  that 
contamination  of  the  water  table  shall  not  and  cannot  occur, 
now  and  in  the  future. 

The  terms  of  allocation  of  the  revenue  to  be 
derived  by  the  County  of  Riverside  from  the  proposed  project 
have  not  been  included  in  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding, 
executed  by  Riverside  County  and  MRC  and  approved  on  June 
20,  1989,  there  is  no  binding  assurance  that  the  revenue 
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shall  be  allocated  as  detailed. 

There  is  no  requirement  that  the  terms  of 
allocation  of  the  revenues  to  be  derived  by  Riverside  County 
shall  be  memorialized  in  the  subsequent  Development 
Agreement,  which  is  required  pursuant  to  Section  2, 
Cooperation  and  Good  Faith  Participation  of  the  MOU. 

There  is  no  provision  made  for  the  collection 
of  a  charge  or  "tipping  fee"  of  one  dollar  per  ton,  adjusted 
annually  to  reflect  Consumer  Price  Index  increases, 
commencing  on  January  1,  1992,  at  the  proposed  project,  to 
be  allocated  to  the  Coachella  Valley  Mountains  Conservancy 
for  the  purposes  of  acquisition  and  preservation  of  open 
space,  including  operational  and  maintenance  expenses 
related  thereto. 

The  County  of  Riverside  has  made  no  clear 
provision  to  periodically  reconsider  the  upward  adjustment 
of  the  two  2,000  tons  per  day  capacity  that  has  been 
reserved,  beginning  January  1,  2000,  for  the  County  and  the 
cities  of  the  County. 

Continued  growth  of  the  communities  of  the 
county  and  closure  of  existing  landfills  are  a  certainty, 
such  that  capacity  above  2,000  tons  per  day  may  be  required 
by  the  communities  of  Riverside  County,  and  it  is  imperative 
that  any  additional  needed  capacity  be  provided  to  the 
citizens  and  businesses  of  Riverside  County,  first  and 
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47 
foremost,  as  it  is  these  same  citizens  and  businesses  that 
are  impacted  by  the  proposed  project  and  should  therefore  be 
benefitted  before  those  communities  not  located  in  Riverside 
County. 

There  is  no  assurance  that  there  shall  be  no 
truck  traffic  related  to  the  proposed  project,  other  than 
local  truck  traffic  originating  in  the  Coachella  Valley  and 
transporting  solid  waste  that  is  generated  solely  by  the 
cities  and  unincorporated  areas  of  the  Coachella  Valley. 

There  is  no  assurance  that  the  City  of  Rancho 
Mirage  and  its  agents,  officers  and  employees  shall  be 
defended,  indemnified  and  held  harmless  from  any  claim, 
action  or  proceeding  against  the  City  or  its  agents, 
officers  or  employees  related  to  the  landfilling  and/or 
storage  of  municipal  solid  waste,  including  recyclables,  at 
the  proposed  project. 

There  has  been  no  provision  made  for 
reimbursement  to  the  City  of  Rancho  Mirage,  by  the  project 
proponent  or  subseguent  permittee,  for  any  court  and 
attorney's  fees  which  the  City  may  be  reguired  to  pay  as  a 
result  of  any  claim  or  action  brought  against  the  City 
related  to  the  landfilling  and/or  storage  of  municipal  solid 
waste,  including  recyclables,  at  the  proposed  project. 

Now,  therefore,  be  it  resolved  that  the  City 
Council  of  the  City  of  Rancho  Mirage,  for  each  of  the 
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48 
foregoing  reasons  set  out  above,  does  oppose  the  proposed 
Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project,  and  does  recommend  to  the 
Riverside  County  Board  of  Supervisors  that  the  application 
for  approval  of  the  General  Plan  Amendment,  the  Specific 
Plan  and  the  EIR/EIS,  be  denied,  and  does  recommend  to  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  that  the  application  for  approval 
of  a  Federal  land  exchange  and  right-of-way  be  denied. 
Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Jose  Cabazil? 

MR.  CABAZIL:   I  pass,  ma'am.   I  have  too  much 
things  to  say. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Dana  Bowers? 

STATEMENT  OF  DANA  BOWERS 
MS  BOWERS:   My  name  is  Dana  Bowers,  and  I  live 
in  Coachella  Valley,  Rancho  Mirage,  and  I  was  born  here  in 
Southern  California  quite  a  few  years  ago,  in  fact  before  we 
had  a  freeway. 

So,  I  may  not  go  way  back,  anyway,  I  have 
brought  you  comments  in  my  mind  —  I  represent  myself. 

Getting  rid  of  trash  has  been  a  problem  for  45 
years  here  in  Southern  California.  Why  not  figure  a 
scientific  way  to  solve  this  problem?  It  will  not  go  away 
unless  you  figure  a  fair  solution.  With  all  the  money, 
energy  and  power  you  have  had  at  your  disposal,  why  haven't 
you  cleared  this  trash  problem  up? 
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49 
Here  in  Southern  California  we  have  had  this 
problem  for  so  long. 

I  remember  in  the  back  yard  when  I  lived  — 
lets  see,  it  was  San  Marino  and  then  Pasadena  —  I  use  to 
take  the  trash  out  and  put  it  in  an  incinerator.   In  those 
days  we  burned  it.  And  in  those  days  too  we  didn't  have  any 
smog.  There  was  no  smog.  And  this  was  in  which  county  — 
L.A.  County.  Then  I  moved  to  Orange  County,  and  all  of  a 
sudden  my  eyes  burned,  and  my  children  —  anyway,  so  I  moved 
to  this  county  —  Riverside  County.   It  was  so  beautiful. 
The  air  was  clear  and  the  water  was  beautiful.  Just  like 
when  I  lived  up  in  Big  Bear.  This  is  where  I  went  to  high 
school.  We  use  to  play  in  the  river,  and  we  would  drink  the 
water,  but  not  today. 

What  about  our  children?  what  about  our 
children?  You  want  to  take  the  trash  that  we  had  before  and 
dump  it  in  a  hole  and  figure.  Ce  la  vie  .  Okay.  Lets  get 
some  of  the  brains  that  we  have  in  our  country  and  figure 
out  what  should  we  do  with  this  problem,  this  trash. 

Now,  I  know  you  have  lots  of  money  and  power 
and  politics  —  you've  got  to  get  it  all  together  and  take 
care  of  this  problem  because  it  is  not  going  to  go  away. 

What  about  the  children?  Remember,  there 
wasn't  anything  out  here  45  years  ago,  you  know.   I  mean, 
really,  lets  not  take  ~  I  better  stick  to  the  ~  this  has 
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50 
to  do  with  land,  and  I  am  sorry  if  I  get  a  little  emotional. 
I  mean  I  love  California  and  I  love  our  United  States.  We 
have  so  much  freedom.   I  can  stand  up  here  and  I  can  say 
what  I  think,  where  else  could  I  do  this?  Here  I  love  it, 
and  really,  I  get  emotional  about  this.   I  couldn't  do  this 
in  Paris  necessarily,  or  Russia,  except  right  now  the  people 
are  becoming  free.   Okay.   Let  me  go  on. 

What  does  Japan  or  other  small  countries  with 
small  amounts  of  available  land  do  with  their  waste? 

Now,  I  don't  know,  I  am  just  throwing  this 
thought  out.  What  do  they  do  with  their  trash? 

Anyway,  here  in  Coachella  Valley,  we  are  very 
fortunate  to  have  a  supply  of  underground,  fine  water.   I 
mean  really  fine  water.  Okay.   It  would  be  contaminated 
with  the  garbage  that  is  planned  to  be  dumped  on  top  of  the 
mountain  that  will  trickle  down,  trickled  down  trash  will 
ruin  our  water. 

It  seems  to  me  as  I  remember,  Kaiser  Steel 
polluted  the  air  —  they  were  one  of  the  big  companies  that 
polluted  the  air  in  Orange  County  or  wherever. 

I  am  not  on  their  payroll  and  I  know  that  they 
were  fined,  I  remember,  yes,  they  were  fined  for  what  they 
did  to  our  air,  but  did  they  take  care  of  that  problem? 
I  think  they  went  out  of  business  and  now 
they've  got  a  hole  in  the  ground  out  here  and  they  want  to 
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51 
do  something  with  it,  they  want  to  make  some  money.   Okay. 

That  is  fine.   I  don't  blame  them.   They  want 
to  make  some  money.  That  is  their  —  but  my  thought  is 
please  do  not  contaminate  our  water.   Find  some  other  means 
to  fill  that  hole. 

Apparently  nine  years  ago  this  project  was 
started.   I  wonder  how  much  money  and  energy  has  gone  down 
the  drain.   Really,  why  not  spend  that  time,  money  and  power 
on  finding  a  solution  scientifically,  to  get  rid  of  our 
problem.  We  all  have  trash  and  I  know  one  thing,  I  couldn't 
take  my  trash  and  dump  it  in  my  neighbor's  back  yard,  or 
down  the  street,  or  over  two  blocks  away.   No  way.  That's 
not  proper,  and  I  don't  think  it  is  legal. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

MS.  WETZEL:  Daniel  Ehrler? 
STATEMENT  OF  DANIEL  L.  EHRLER 

MR.  EHRLER:   Good  evening.  My  name  is  Dan 
Ehrler.   I  am  the  executive  vice  president  for  the  Palm 
Desert  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

While  the  Chamber  has  not  taken  a  position 
regarding  the  project,  we  wanted  to  go  on  record  and  to 
inform  you  that  through  our  Environmental  Affairs  Committee, 
and  through  its  Subcommittee  on  Open  Space  and  Energy,  we  do 
have  the  following  concerns  regarding  this  project. 

First  of  .ill,  the  assurance  that  the  synthetic 
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52 
liner  to  protect  the  water  table  will  not  tear.   That  the 
Coachella  Valley  water  and  air  quality  and  their 
relationship  to  the  project  site,  and  the  truck  and  train 
transportation  system  necessary  for  the  project,  hazardous 
waste  removal,  the  equitable  and  necessary  reinvestment  of 
funds  into  the  Coachella  Valley,  the  high  volume  of  truck 
and  train  usage  and  its  related  safety  concerns,  are  all 
very  important  to  our  Chamber  in  terms  of  its  relationship 
to  the  health  and  well  being  of  this  Valley. 

On  a  personal  level,  staff  concurs  with  the 
City  of  Palm  Desert's  EIR  comments.  Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Richard  Darling? 

STATEMENT  OF  RICHARD  DARLING.  DPS 

MR.  DARLING:   I  would  like  to  call  on  the 
members  of  the  Valley  to  come  out  and  give  their  opinions  in 
opposition  to  this  project.  Unless  we  do  not  do  this,  L.A. 
County  will  be  allowed  to  dump  20,000  tons  of  its  garbage 
daily  just  east  of  here,  via  hundreds  of  transport  trucks  on 
Highway  10,  and  over  time,  and  thousands  of  train  cars. 

Just  when  you  think  you  have  heard  it  all  from 
our  politicians,  with  their  short  pockets  and  long  arms,  and 
private  enterprise  —  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  —  they 
propose  this  absurdity. 

In  previous  statements  to  the  Desert  Sun,  she 
was  quoted  as  saying  it  was  a  $30  million  payoff,  plus  we 
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53 
get  eight  percent  of  the  dump  —  thanks.  With  this  $30 
million  payoff,  she  can  improve  the  quality  of  the  air. 

Well,  if  you  believe  that,  I've  got  a  few  lots 
under  water  that  I  would  like  to  sell  you.   That  will  really 
be  one  large  fan  blowing  air  back  to  L.A.   Come  on.  As  it 
is  now,  drive  to  Loma  Linda  and  you  can't  see  300  yards,  to 
say  nothing  of  the  obliterated  mountains  and  the  sun.   It 
wouldn't  make  any  difference  if  the  pay  off  from  this 
idiotic  idea  was  100  million.  Unless  you  can  walk  on  water, 
you  cannot  improve  the  quality  of  air  except  by  reducing 
present  traffic  and  train  levels,  not  allowing  a  great  deal 
more. 

The  for  profit  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation 
formed  itself  specifically  to  operate  this  desert  dump.   The 
general  counsel  has  the  unmitigated  gall  to  say  they  knew 
going  in  that  as  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  states, 
this  will  increase  air  pollution  in  eastern  Riverside 
County,  to  the  point  requiring  regulatory  actions  by  federal 
and  state  agencies.  He  then  stated  that  those  negatives  to 
us  would  be  offset  by  the  positive  benefit  to  L.A.  of  not 
having  all  those  garbage  trucks  driving  around  their  city  — 
or  in  effect.  Amazing.  What  are  we,  a  potted  plant  out 
here  that  you  can  buy  with  $30  million? 

They  say  collection  tubes  will  catch  the  toxic 
waste  run  off  to  protect  the  water  supply,  what  happens 
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54 
when  the  tubes  are  full?  And  does  anyone  not  making  money 
on  this  folly  really  believe  that  these  tubes  will  work  for 
many  years?  Of  course  not. 

Think  of  it.  Assuming  we  accept  their 
statement  that  they  will  send  200  trucks  a  day  which  we  know 
will  escalate  once  the  barn  door  is  open  by  their  dangling 
more  money  in  front  of  our  "Representatives",  and  if  they 
work  12  hours  a  day,  they  will  be  sending  17  large  garbage 
trucks  per  hour,  60  minutes  in  an  hour,  that  is  one  every 
four  minutes.   By  their  conservative  estimate,  that  is  7.3 
million  tons  of  L.A. 's  garbage  coming  our  way  yearly. 

Recently  one  of  their  representatives  stated 
on  television  that  only  recyclables  would  be  sent  here  —  no 
toxic  or  hazardous  waste.  What  a  joke. 

You  are  going  to  take  an  amount  of  garbage 
which  amounts  to  one-quarter  of  the  garbage  generated  every 
day  in  Southern  California,  and  separate  out  a  paint  can, 
metals,  et  cetera,  et  cetera?  It's  absurd. 

The  Coachella  Valley  Association  of 
Governments  has  used  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  to 
recently  come  out  and  state  that  they  are  going  to  take  a 
position  on  this.   Supervisor  Larson  said  she  was  happy  to 
have  them  do  it.   But  when  they  jumped  in  like  that,  the 
minute  they  did  that,  I  said  I  question  your  motives,  gents. 
Well,  their  motives  are  obvious.   This  is  such 
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55 
a  terrible  plan  for  the  Coachslla  Valley  and  for  Eastern 
Riverside  County,  with  such  disastrous  effects,  they 
recognize  this  and  they  want  to  speak  out. 

There  are  other  motives  that  need  to  be 
questioned,  not  being  able  to  wait,  got  to  get  your  hands  on 
30  million.  And  in  addition,  only  15  million  of  that  would 
be  used  on  those  areas  which  are  most  negatively  impacted. 
Completely  oblivious  of  the  absurdity  of  this  for  the 
Valley. 

This  incessant  desire  of  the  politicians  to 
feed  their  spending  abuses  here  and  in  Washington,  is  what 
really  smells  here  —  that's  the  true  garbage. 

Now  they  say  200  trucks  and  five  trains.  Down 
the  road,  how  many?  400?  600  trucks?  20  trains?  Now  they 
say  no  Coachella  Valley  depot  to  separate  hazardous  waste  — 
there  will  be  one  in  the  future.  Now,  one  truck  leaving 
L.A.  every  four  minutes?  What  about  in  the  future?  One 
leaving  every  two  minutes? 

They  say  chat  the  amount  of  road  traffic 
wouldn't  be  increased  by  much.  Three  percent  is  the  amount 
of  increase.   The  three  percent  is  actually  much  greater 
when  you  look  at  the  exhaust  produced  by  those  trucks.  They 
say  trucks  and  trains  won't  leak  —  both  will  leak. 

KTLA  recently  had  a  report  where  they  detailed 
a  new  way  of  covering  over  the  garbage  was  going  to  save 
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1  them  a  lot  of  money  in  L.A.  They  say,  gee,  that's  great, 

2  it's  going  to  save  us  a  lot  of  money.  Great.  That's  great 

3  for  L.A. 

4  The  MRC  general  counsel  says  this  is  truly  a 

5  political  decision  as  h>B  dangles  $30  million  in  front  of  our 

6  supervisors.  Not  so.   It  is  an  obvious  health  decision,  and 

7  should  only  be  that  when  the  decision  is  made. 

8  Supervisor  Larson  and  Assemblyman  Steve  Klute 

9  whose  district  includes  Eagle  Mountain  and  Eastern  Coachella 

10  Valley,  should  come  out  strongly  opposed  to  this  — 

11  completely  opposed  to  it.   It  never  should  have  even  gotten 

12  this  far.   This  is  just  totally  absurd. 

13  Our  air  guality  is  bad  —  not  as  bad  as  those 

14  cities  45  minutes  west  of  us.  Note  network  weather  news  and 

15  air  guality  warnings  —  poor,  stay  inside  if  you  are  an 

16  asthmatic. 

17  We  must  snuff  anything  which  says  a  remote 

18  chance  of  worsening  air  guality  —  and  this  isn't  remote. 

19  It  is  known  and  it  is  direct.   Even  considering  it  is 

20  absurd. 

21  We  pay  elected  officials  to  make  prudent 

22  decisions  in  our  best  interest,  and  letting  this  get  even 

23  this  far,  is  another  example  of  them  failing  us. 

24  Lets  all  tell  them  now  and  at  the  polls,  where 

25  they  can  put  this  garbage.   Thank  you. 
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57 
HEARING  07FICER:   I  would  like  to  make  one 
more  announcement  for  the  people  in  the  back  there,   it  is  a 
little  annoying  —  the  rumble  is  getting  awfully  loud  —  you 
are  disturbing  the  group  down  here  in  the  pit. 

There  are  guite  a  few  chairs  down  here  if  you 
have  any  problem  seeing  or  listening,  you  can  come  on  down 
and  sit.   There  is  a  whole  second  row  right  now.   I  would 
ask  you  to  do  that,  please. 

Also  I  want  to  restate  the  hearing  objective. 
That  is  to  receive  information,  views,  comments  and 
suggestions  on  the  adeguacy  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  Report  prepared  by  BLM  and  the  County  of 
Riverside. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Nat  Simon? 

STATEMENT  OF  NAT  STMON 
MR.  SIMON:   My  name  is  Nat  Simon  —  S-i-m-o-n. 
I  live  at  9768  Encina  Avenue  in  Bloomington,  California. 
I  represent  myself  and  approximately  7,000 
workers  from  the  Kaiser  Steel  Company,  of  which  280  plus  are 
here  tonight. 

I  am  the  former  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Fontana, 
and  have  been  Mayor  for  13  years. 

I  would  like  to  set  the  record  straight  on  the 
Kaiser  Steel  pollution  problem.   In  1969-70 's,  Kaiser  Steel 
had  a  strike;  they  were  closed  for  two  or  three  weeks  or 
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58 
more.   They  were  smart  enough  to  take  pictures  from  the  air 
in  regards  to  any  affluent  that  was  coming  out  of  the 
chimneys,  and  I  want  to  tell  you  that  nothing  came  out  of 
the  chimneys,  and  all  the  smog  came  in  from  Los  Angeles.  We 
have  pictures  to  prove  it  that  nothing  actually  —  that 
Kaiser  Steel  was  not  the  big  culprit  that  people  said  that 
they  were. 

I  also  was  on  the  San  Bernardino  County  Waste 
Management  Committee  that  was  formed  to  meet  and  try  to 
solve  the  problems  of  our  garbage,  and  to  meet  state 
standards  of  recycling.   25  percent  of  our  rubbish  has  to  be 
recycled  by  1995,  and  50  percent  by  the  year  2000.   It  is 
going  to  be  a  very,  very  tough  thing  to  meet  these  state 
standards.  And  no  city  that  I  know  of,  and  I  was  very 
involved  in  it,  has  even  reach  10  percent  at  this  time,  and 
in  three  years  they've  got  to  go  up  another  15-20  percent. 

The  Mid-Valley  Landfill  in  Fontana,  because  of 
the  tremendous  population  explosion  in  our  area,  is  rapidly 
filling  up  beyond  our  wildest  expectations. 

In  1944  when  I  came  to  Fontana,  the  population 
was  4,000  people.   It  is  approximately  96,000  today  and 
growing  at  the  rate  of  8-9,000  people  every  year.  And  this 
is  also  happening  with  all  of  the  other  cities  in  and  around 
the  inland  empire. 

Our  landfill  is  due  to  be  closed  within  a  few 
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59 
years.  And  our  salvation  will  be  that  when  all  of  us  in  the 
inland  empire  know  that  we  will  have  a  place  to  take  all  of 
our  rubbish  and  have  a  recycling  program  that  will  satisfy 
the  state  guidelines  for  100  years  or  more,  by  allowing  the 
Eagle  Mountain  area  to  be  the  recipient  of  our  trash  -  and 
others  -  it  will  be  one  of  the  best  decisions  that  you  can 
make. 

There  is  actually,  I  don"t  think,  any  other 
site  that  could  do  what  this  Eagle  Mountain  is  going  to  do. 

The  EIR  a:;  far  as  I  am  concerned  —  and  have 
read  some  of  it  -  has  concerned  most  every  problem  that  has 
been  brought  up. 

Rubbish  disposal,  no  more,  is  just  a  local 
problem,  it  is  a  State  problem,  and  we  have  to  start  doing 
something  about  it. 

The  future  and  obligation  for  where  to  place 
our  trash  for  our  areas,  is  in  your  hands.   Please  don't  let 
us  down.   Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:  Ralph  Zimmerman? 

STATEMENT  OP  pa-LpH  ZIMMERMatJ,  Mn 

DR.  ZIMMERMAN:   I  am  Dr.  Ralph  Zimmerman.   I 
reside  in  Palm  Desert,  California,  73025  Shadow  Mountain 
Drive. 

I  have  lived  here  for  four  years;  I  had  a 
second  home  in  Rancho  Mirage  since  1976. 

D  I  D  REPORTING  SERVICE 
(7H)  989-7096 


'''"'"' ■•■•■•'•'•'•'•'Vr,v.v;v'-v'v:v:vX':vV' 


wmmmmmmm  ....■ 


DOCUMENT  0026 


65 


66 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

2  2 

23 

24 

25 


60 

In  my  opinion,  Alan  Seman  has  said  it  all  for 
Rancho  Mirage,  for  Palm  Desert,  for  all  the  communities  of 
the  Coachella  Valley. 

This  program  will  pollute,  will  continue  to 
pollute  the  Coachella  Valley.   I  as  a  physician  can  tell  you 
that  pulmonary  function  will  suffer  as  a  result  of  that 
pollution.   The  EIR  states  that  air  pollution  will  not  be 
mitigated.  This  is  a  problem  for  people  who  live  in  the 
Coachella  Valley  since  we  will  be  most  impacted  by  the 
effects  of  this  project. 

These  buses  that  have  brought  in  people  from 
outside  the  Coachella  Valley  are  people  who  will  not  be 
impacted  by  what  has  occurred,  or  what  will  occur. 

This  is  our  problem  and  we  should  be  the  ones 
who  have  the  most  to  say  aboub  it. 

The  EIR  is  restricted  to  the  situation  at  the 
present  time.   The  Riverside  Board  of  Supervisors  will  be 
relying  upon  this  EIR  which  relates  to  today.   It  does  not 
look  at  tomorrow.  MCR  has  stated  that  this  will  take  care 
of  25  percent  of  the  trash  of  Los  Angeles  County,  or  the 
south  bay  area.   The  other  75  percent  is  at  present  going 
into  landfills  which  will  be  phased  out  in  the  next  5,  10, 
20  years. 

The  volumo  of  trash  being  produced  by  Los 
Angeles  County,  the  south  bay  area,  will  be  four  times  the 
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capacity  of  Eagle  Mountain  if  the  same  amount  of  transport 
is  utilized  as  is  projected  at  this  time  in  the  EIR  which 
has  been  presented  to  the  citizens  and  to  Riverside  County 
Supervisors. 

In  the  future,  as  Los  Angeles  County  is  losing 
its  present  landfill,  and  must  because  of  poor  planning  by 
its  political  leaders  over  the  last  20-30  years,  as  it  needs 
to  find  a  new  place  for  more  brash,  it  will  require  three 
more  Eagle  Mountains. 

Are  those  Eagle  Mountains  going  to  be  out  here 
in  our  desert?  The  desert  here  in  Riverside  County,  up  in 
Mojave,  elsewhere?  Where  is  all  the  trash  which  is  being 
produced  in  the  metropolitan  areas  in  this  state  going  to 
go?  Nothing  is  being  done  except  on  law  and  projected 
increase  in  recyclables  by  the  year  2000,  those  things  must 
be  done  first  before  we  begin  here  in  Riverside  County  to 
give  away  our  landfill,  our  land,  to  the  County  of  Los 
Angeles. 

I  would  call  upon  the  citizens  of  Coachella 
Valley,  of  Riverside  County,  to  look  at  the  future  when 
there  are  more  people  coming  here  just  as  the  Mayor  has  said 
in  regards  to  Fontana,  they  are  getting  6,000  new  people, 
what,  a  year  did  he  say?  Look  what  is  happening  here.   All 
of  the  people  who  are  going  to  settle  here  will  be 
generating  trash  and  refuse.  We  too  will  need  a  place  for 

U  *  D  REPORTING  SERVICE 
(7H)  989-7096 


DOCUMENT  0026 


67 


i 

2 

3 

4 

5 

S 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

IS 

17 

IS 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


62 
our  disposables  to  go. 

I  state,  the  County  of  Riverside  must  look 
into  the  future,  plan  for  the  disposal  of  an  increased 
population  that  is  going  to  come  here,  and  provide  an  area 
for  that  increased  population,  that  increased  trash  to  go. 

If  Eagle  Mountain  is  to  be  used,  it  is 
imperative  that  it  be  reserved  for  the  people  here  who  will 
be  making  more  trash  and  refuse. 

I  think  it  is  imperative  that  the  political 
leaders  for  this  area  look  first  to  its  own  citizens,  not  to 
the  citizens  of  other  counties,  other  areas  of  California, 
look  to  us  first  in  your  considerations. 

MRC  has  already  been  approached,  has  already 
been  talked  to  by  Orange  County,  by  San  Diego  County.  These 
areas  are  also  interested  in  Eagle  Mountain.   Is  this  Eagle 
Mountain  project  to  become  the  repository  for  the  trash  for 
the  entire  area  of  Southern  California? 

We  must  find  other  answers;  this  area  must  be 
kept  pristine  for  the  citizens  of  this  county  and  of  the 
Coachella  Valley.  Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Carmel  Alvarado? 
STATEMENT  OF  CARMEL  ALVARADO 

MR.  ALVARADO:  My  name  is  Carmel  Alvarado  from 
Riverside,  California.   I  am  here  to  speak  on  the  motion. 

I  would  like  to  say  one  thing,  that  Mr.  Simon 
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said  it,  this  is  not  going  to  put  an  end  to  our  solution 
that  we  are  trying  to  get  rid  of.   it  might  create  other 
problems,  but  we  are  all  in  it  like  the  doctor  said,   it  is 
going  to  be  a  problem  for  everybody,  and  as  I  see  it,  they 
are  also  going  to  create  a  lot  of  jobs  for  all  these  people 
who  don't  have  a  job,  and  it  is  going  to  make  it  easier  for 
everybody  to  get  rid  of  their  trash,  including  Coachella 
Valley. 

I  think  ii  is  imperative  that  we  find  a 
solution  for  it,  and  the  only  thing  I  can  see  would  be  Eagle 
Mountain  for  the  time  being. 

I  thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Anders  Testman? 
STATEMENT  OF  AVnKRS  E.  TESTMAN 

MR.  TESTMAN:  Good  evening,  ladies  and 
gentlemen. 

My  name  is  Anders  Testman  —  T-e-s-t-m-a-n.  I 
live  in  Redlands,  California.   I  am  here  representing  the 
285  plus  people  that  retired  from  Kaiser  tonight,  and  the 
thousands  who  couldn't  come  over  tonight,  and  the  millions 
that  this  landfill  could  benefit  if  we  go  ahead  with  it. 

I  am  in  favor  of  the  EIR,  as  well  as  the 
thousands  that  I  am  here  representing. 

I  would  appreciate  it  if  it  was  approved. 
Thank  you. 
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MS.  WETZEL:   Carol  Adams? 

(No  response. ) 

MS.  WETZEL:   Alfred  Lehman? 
STATEMENT  OF  ALFRED  LEHMAN 

MR.  LEHMAN:   My  name  is  Alfred  Lehman  — 
L-e-h-m-a-n.   64938  Eagan  Court,  Desert  Hot  Springs. 

I  am  sitting  here  astounded.   I  came  here 
without  any  knowledge  of  this  project;  had  no  idea  that  they 
were  going  to  have  a  dump,  and  I  said  to  myself,  how  could 
our  own  politicians,  own  supervisors,  allow  this.   I  finally 
realized  looking  all  around  here,  all  the  people  with  the 
buttons,  and  found  out  that  they  are  from  Kaiser.  They  were 
bussed  in  here  from  Upland,  Victorville,  Redlands  —  all 
over. 

What  I  am  saying  is  this,  these  people  have 
only  one  interest  in  this  project,  to  get  their  pensions 
from  a  bankrupt  company.  And  I  feel  as  a  resident  of  this 
Valley  —  and  I  am  looking  at  this  picture  and  I  am  saying 
to  myself,  is  this  going  to  be  history. 

Did  you  see  this  picture  behind  you?  Have  you 
looked  at  this  picture?  Take  a  look  at  it. 

Is  this  going  tD  be  history?  Is  our  beautiful 
Valley  going  to  be  garbaged  out  by  these  selfish  people  here 
from  Kaiser  committed  only  for  one  reason,  one  reason  — 
money.  To  get  their  monetary  interest  out  of  a  bankrupt 
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65 
organization.  They  came  here,  bussed  in,  and  had  the  damn 
nerve  to  come  to  this  meeting  here,  telling  us  that  this  is 
a  wonderful  project,  because  all  they  are  interested  in  is 
their  pension  and  their  monetary  interest.   Thank  you. 
MS.  WETZEL:   James  Tippy? 

STATEMENT  OF  JAMES  TippY 
MR.  TIPPY:   I  am  James  Tippy.  Address  -  Star 
Route  Box  410,  Fontana. 

This  project  is  right  in  line  with  Henry 
Kaiser's  philosophy.  He  said  recognize  a  problem  and  find  a 
solution. 

We  all  know  that  our  problem  is  for  trash 
disposal.  And  we  believe  that  a  good  solution  is  to  deposit 
it  in  the  pits  of  Eagle  Mountain. 

And  I  would  also  like  to  consider  it  a  case  of 
reciprocity.  When  Kaiser  Steel  was  built  near  Fontana,  L.A. 
lost  its  area  where  L.A.  garbage  was  dumped  and  fed  hogs,  so 
now  the  Kaiser  industry  has  a  chance  to  provide  a  place  for 
L.A.  to  dump  it's  dump. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Garry  Gibbons? 
STATEMENT  OF  GARRY  GIBBONS 

MR.  GIBBONS:   Garry  Gibbons  —  G-i-b-b-o-n-s. 
861  Rancho. 

It  is  a  tradition  in  our  country  to  have 
informed  debate.  The  purpose  of  the  EIR  is  to  foster  such 
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66 
debate.  The  question  before  us  is  does  this  EIR  provide  the 
basis  for  a  good  informed  consideration  of  the  question. 

Every  speaker  this  evening  who  has  spoken 
against  this  project,  has  without  fail,  referred  to  the  EIR. 
Each  of  them  has  quoted  the  numbers,  the  quantities  and  the 
statistics  therein  contained.   It  seems  to  me  that  is  prima 
facie  evidence  in  itself  for  the  adequacy  of  this  document. 

It  is  important  that  this  issue  which  is  being 
so  hotly  debated  here  this  evening,  get  quick  and  certain 
consideration  from  an  informed  public.   This  document 
provides  the  basis  for  that  consideration. 

I  will  not  commsnt  on  the  rational  basis  of 
these  peoples  beliefs.   But  I  will  certainly  suggest  that 
the  document  we  are  considering  does  in  fact  do  its  job. 
Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   George  Chapin? 
(No  response. ) 

MS.  WETZEL:   Robert  Keaton? 
STATEMENT  OF  ROBERT  H.  KEATON 

MR.  KEATON:   My  name  is  Robert  Keaton  — 
K-e-a-t-o-n.   4570  Merrill  Avenue,  Riverside,  California. 

Thank  you  for  tnis  opportunity.  All  I  can  say 
is  we  live  in  one  large  state;  we  have  a  huge  population, 
and  we  even  have  a  bigger  problem  with  trash. 

I  know  that  this  is  not  supposed  to  be  a 
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debate,  and  I  wouldn't  want  to  make  it  that.   However,  I  am 
a  Kaiser  retiree,  and,  yes,  I  do  have  some  monetary 
interest,  but  I  am  not  selfish.   I  do  live  in  Riverside 
County.   I  am  not  selfish  as  others  have  stood  up  here  and 
tried  to  preclude  that  we  own  this  land,  that  we  own  this 
property  and  cannot  allow  this  project  to  go  forth  until  we 
find  something  better  to  put  in  its  place. 
Thank  you. 
MS.  WETZEL:   Tony  Sroka? 

STATEMENT  OF  TONY  SROKA 
MR.  SROKA:  My  name  is  Tony  Sroka.  I  live  at 
76970  Iroquois  Drive,  Indian  Wells,  California. 

My  background  is  a  manufacturing  engineer.,   I 
have  done  a  lot  of  consultant  work,  and  I  have  followed  the 
disposal  of  garbage  or  solid  waste,  and  I  have  traveled 
quite  a  bit  around  the  country. 

Listening  to  the  people  out  here,  my 
predecessors,  and  one  of  the  things  that  is  probably  watered 
which  is  very  important,  and  they  talk  about  using  plastic 
liners. 

Now,  from  the  source  I  have,  using  plastic 
liners,  they  have  to  be  heavy  duty,  be  able  to  stand 
pressure  and  weight  and  so  forth.  Also,  they  should  be  so 
designed  that  a  drainage  will  enter  sort  of  a  pool  where  it 
is  analyzed  by  the  health  department,  determined  if  it's 
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68 
toxic  or  not.   If  it  is  toxic,  then  it  should  be  processed 
through  a  water  filtration  plant,  and  then  released  to  the 
surface. 

Now,  this  is  being  done  in  Tennessee.  They 
have  —  I  will  talk  about  that  a  little  bit  later  —  but  the 
plastic  is  very  expensive,  and  the  area  is  so  large  that  it 
is  a  gigantic  test  and  I  don't  see  how  they  will  be  able  to 
control  it.   It  will  take  a  lot  of  personnel  as  it  was 
stated  earlier. 

What  I  would  like  to  say  —  everybody  is 
saying,  oh,  we've  got  a  lot  of  garbage  we  can't  get  rid  of 
it,  or  we  have  to  put  it  in  the  hole.  Well,  I  have  a 
suggestion  that  will  probably  help,  and  it  is  being  done 
around  the  country. 

For  example,  this  illustration  —  I  didn't 
bring  this  because  I'm  thirsty  —  but  each  can  represents 
say  1,000  tons.   I  have  10  cans  right  here.  That  would  be 
10,000  tons.  Now,  by  burning  the  trash,  you  burn  all  this, 
and  what  is  left  is  this,  the  ash,  10  percent.  That  is  all 
you  have  that  is  left  after  you  burn  the  burnable  trash. 

Now,  if  you  analyze  the  trash,  for  example,  if 
you  take  all  the  recycl.ibles  out  —  that  is  glass, 
batteries,  combustible  type  material,  grass  clippings  and  so 
forth  —  about  95  percent  is  burnable. 

Now,  I  don't  believe  in  burying  garbage  that 
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is  burnable.  I  will  tell  you  why.  We  are  losing  a  lot  of 
money.  There  is  a  lot  of  potential  energy  in  it. 

Now,  do  you  want  a  solution  about  money  and  so 
forth,  and  also  reduction  of  space  and  so  forth?  Let  me 
quote  you  something  here  —  and  these  are  figures  I  can  back 
up.   For  example,  if  we  burn  1,000  tons  of  garbage,  burnable 
and  recyclable  out,  we  will  ba  able  to  produce  129,000  tons 
of  chilled  water  per  day.  And  we  will  also  be  able  to 
produce  almost  950,000  pounds  of  steam  per  day,  and  in 
addition  to  that,  also  106,000  kilowatt  hours  of  electricity 
per  day.  Now,  that  is  only  for  1,000  tons  of  garbage. 

This  you  can  sell  to  various  people  who  might 
need  that  type  of  services . 

Now,  there  is  a  plant  in  Nashville,  Tennessee, 
it  is  called  the  Thermal  Transfer  Plant.   They  have  been  in 
business  since  1974,  and  somebody  will  say,  no,  this  plant 
is  located  about  a  mile  and  a  half  from  the  state  capitol  at 
Nashville.  Now,  some  of  you  have  been  in  Nashville,  and  I 
don't  think  you  have  smelled  any  odor  from  the  garbage, 
however,  if  there  was  a  Chanel  5  plant  in  Nashville,  you 
probably  could  smell  that. 

What  I  am  trying  to  say  here,  we  have  the 
technology  to  burn  this  stuff,  convert  it  to  energy,  get 
money  for  it,  help  to  pay  for  the  collection  of  garbage  and 
so  forth,  and  also  one-centh  of  this  garbage  ends  up  as  ash, 
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and  that  would  increase  the  life  of  the  landfill,  not  115 
years,  maybe  500  years  or  more. 

Also,  here  is  a  disturbing  figure  that 
somebody  might  challenge.   By  just  hauling  the  ashes  by 
setting  up  these  various  garbage  burning  plants,  they  will 
be  utilizing  only  10  percent,  90  percent  will  be  free.   In 
other  words  we  will  have  90  percent  less  traffic,  and  also 
less  pollution  of  the  air  and  so  forth. 

My  recommendation  would  be  to  establish  in  a 
selected  area,  a  cell  plant  that  burns  garbage,  say  in  a 
population  of  750,000,  spot  it  along  in  this  area  —  for 
example,  one  in  Coachella  Valley  and  Riverside,  Orange 
County,  et  cetera,  et  cetera.  They  would  be  able  to  burn 
the  trash  there,  no  odor  ~  I  have  figures  to  back  that  up. 

I  would  like  for  them  to  consider  this 
approach,  and  I  have  not  heard  of  this  approach  before,  nor 
in  the  EIR  or  EIS,  and  I  will  be  glad  —  in  fact  I  have 
slides  and  so  forth  concerning  the  plant  in  Nashville. 

I  don't  know  if  you  can  see  this  or  not,  but 
this  is  a  handout  that  I  got  from  Nashville. 

HEARING  OFFICER:   Mr.  Sroka,  at  this 
particular  time  your  time  is  up.   We  may  call  you  back  later 
if  need  be,  but  that  is  your  10  minutes. 

MR.  SROKA:   Anyway,  here  are  statistics 
concerning  what  I  have  just  talked  about,  and  to  back  it  up, 
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and  I  thank  you  for  your  time. 

HEARING  OFFICER:   Thank  you. 
MS.  WETZEL:   Alexander  Jablow? 
STATEMENT  OF  AT.PYftKrpER  JABT.OW 
MR.  JABLOW:   My  name  is  Alexander  Jablow.   I 
am  a  36  year  resident  of  Palm  Springs. 

I  oppose  this  project  because  it  will 
seriously  diminish  the  quality  of  our  environment. 

The  EIR  states  that  mitigating  efforts  cannot 
eliminate  the  danger  inherent  in  this  proposal. 

No  amount  of  money  can  out-weigh  this  threat 
to  all  of  us  who  value  our  health. 

I  urge  you  to  reject  this  proposal. 
MS.  WETZEL:   Grace  Jablow? 

STATEKENT  OF  GRACE  JABLOW 
MS.  JABLOW:  My  name  is  Grace  Jablow.   I 
reside  at  1340  Primavera  Drive,  Palm  Springs,  California. 

I  am  here  tonight  to  express  my  opposition  to 
this  project.  After  perusing  the  three  volumes  of  the  EIR 
on  this  landfill  project,  my  fears  were  confirmed.   Let  me 
list  the  reasons : 

1.   The  proposal  to  ship  garbage  and  trash  to 
Eagle  Mountain  at  the  rate  of  200  trucks  per  day  via  1-10, 
will  create  congestion  and  pollution,  to  say  nothing  of  the 
possibility  of  accidents  and  the  release  of  toxic  waste. 
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2.  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  site  is  located 
two  miles  from  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument,  a  desert 
wilderness  park  that  attracts  thousands  of  visitors  each 
year.   This  dump  will  destroy  first-rate  habitat  for  the 
desert  tortoise  and  the  state  reptile.  Four  water  sites  for 
bighorn  sheep  will  be  lost. 

3.  Water  leaking  from  landfill  could 
contaminate  groundwater  and  create  a  problem. 

4.  The  proposed  site  is  in  an  area  subject  to 
earthquakes. 

5.  Despite  attempts  to  reduce  them,  dust  and 
nitrogen  dioxide  emissions  would  remain  significant.  Diesel 
trains  and  burning  off  landfill  gas  would  raise  emissions  in 
the  South  Coast  Air  Basin. 

There  is  only  one  reason  to  favor  this 
project,  and  of  course,  that  is  the  income  to  be  derived.   I 
urge  you  not  to  put  a  dollar  sign  on  this  environmental 
blight. 

Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Professor  Dr.  Hans  Peterman. 
STATEMENT  OF  PROFESSOR  DR.  HANS  PETERMAN 

DR.  PETERMAN:   I  am  primarily  speaking  for 
myself  here  on  this  issue. 

Let  me  just  say  that  I  am  very  much  opposed  to 
the  proposal  here  at  stake.   I  just  recently  came  back  from 
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Austria  which  is  my  native  country.   I  have  been  a 
consulting  engineer  for  various  companies,  including  Cements 
Corporation,  and  I  am  also  aware  of  some  of  the  alternate 
proposals  that  are  going  on  in  how  to  deal  with  trash  per 
se. 

Now,  in  Japan  —  not  only  in  Japan,  but  also 
in  Germany  at  the  present  time  —  they  are  using 
recomposition  as  was  previously  mentioned  before  here  by 
another  gentleman  —  not  only  a  recomposition,  but  also 
other  recycling  technologies  which  are  presently  available. 

Now,  as  far  as  locating  the  land  dump  here  in 
the  desert,  I  think  it  is  absolutely  absurd,  not  only  is  it 
absurd,  I  think  it  is  downright  ridiculous,  again  to  protect 
certain  special  interest  groups  —  and  their  interest 
primarily. 

To  continue,  I  would  like  to  say  that  —  and 
going  back  to  alternate  proposals  —  as  far  as  the  alternate 
proposals  are  concerned,  in  Japan  and  in  Germany,  through 
recomposition  means,  they  are  at  the  present  time  building 
bricks,  okay,  out  of  some  of  the  compost  or  trash!   Some  of 
these  bricks  are  then  utilized  to  build  houses.   Okay. 
That's  a  fact  —  proven  fact. 

Also,  and  now  I  would  like  to  speak  briefly  on 
new  alternate  energy  technologies  that  are  presently  being 
worked  upon,  not  only  by  myself,  but  also  by  other 
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1  engineers.   Some  of  the  proposals  includes  a  proposal  on 

2  developing  a  magnetic  motor,  a  magnetic  motor  which  would  do 

3  away  with  fuels  per  se,  thus  also  doing  away  with  air 

4  pollution.   Number  one. 

5  At  the  present  time  in  Switzerland,  and  maybe 

6  a  lot  of  you  are  not  aware  of  this  fact,  but  in  Switzerland 

7  there  is  a  community  in  Linden,  the  German  part  of 

8  Switzerland,  —  I  speak  three  languages  by  the  way,  I  am 

9  fluent  in  German,  French  and  of  course  my  adopted  residence 

10  here  in  the  desert  —  I  was  there  just  recently  and  in 

11  Linden,  Switzerland,  they  are  presently  already  utilizing  a 

12  converter  which  literally  takes  energy  out  of  the  air,  and 

13  it  does  this  by  electrostatic  means,  and  it  converts  the 

14  energy  from  the  air  by  means  of  a  one  horse  generator,  the 

15  one  horse  generator  is  then  literally  utilizing  the  DC,  and 

16  the  DC  is  then  converted  into  AC,  110  voltage  outputs. 

17  Now,  the  outputs,  there  are  two  machines  — 

18  and  this  is  for  display  for  everybody  —  there  are  two 

19  machines.   One  has  a  24  hour  output  of  about  2  to  3  Kw.   3 

20  Kw  outputs.   Now,  if  we  can  certainly  deal  with  new 

21  alternate  energies  per  se  that  others  are  already  using  — 

22  I'm  not  only  talking  about  Japan  and  Switzerland  and  Germany 

23  —  why  is  this  technology  not  being  introduced  here  to  the 

24  United  States? 

25  The  reason  why  is  certainly  the  oil  companies 
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have  an  interest  to  suppress  a  lot  of  this  new  technology, 
and  that  is  presently  ongoing.   But  it  will  not  go  on  much 
longer  because  this  planet  is  in  a  crisis  situation,  and 
this  is  just  one  of  the  main  crisis.  We  have  to  find  other 
solutions,  and  the  way  to  do  this,  I  think  with  landfills, 
there  are  things  we  can  do. 

Number  one.  Put  some  of  these  landfills  in 
concrete  -  I  am  talking  about  specifically  poisonous  toxic 
waste  materials.   That  is  already  being  done. 

I  think  one  of  the  places  is  in  the  Pacific 
Islands.  There  is  already  one  island  where  contaminated 
Plutonium  is  being  used  there  as  a  storage  system.  Okay. 
Now,  as  I  was  saying,  new  technologies  are 
available,  and  I  think  we  should  move  forward  to  develop 
these  technologies,  and  they  are  going  to  develop  not  only 
now,  but  they  will  be  an  ongoing  part  of  the  future. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  say  that  as  far  as 
these  new  technologies  are  concerned  in  dealing  with 
environmental  problems,  if  you  got  rid  of  the  fuel,  like 
Testla  —  Testla  was  a  scientist  who  literally  developed  the 
alternate  energy  systems  years  ago. 

Now,  if  wo  can  use  these  technologies 
creatively,  in  a  creative  fashion,  then  we  can  certainly  not 
only  limit  air  pollution  to  such  an  extent  where  we  can 
breathe  again,  and  not  only  where  we  can  breathe  again  here 
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in  the  desert,  but  on  the  entire  globe. 

I  am  working  as  part  of  this  team  to  make 
these  creative  changes  come  about.  Also,  in  part,  to  get 
rid  of  the  oil  companies.  That  is  the  next  step.  And  we 
will  win  in  the  end. 

That  is  all  I  have  to  say.   Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Frank  Nichols? 
STATEMENT  OF  ERANK  C.  NICHOLS 

MR.  NICHOLS:   Frank  Culver  Nichols,  1220  Via 
Donna,  Palm  Springs  92262,  58  years  in  the  beautiful 
Coachella  Valley,  sometimes  known  as  "Palm  Valley",  and  even 
as  "The  Valley  in  the  palm  of  God's  hand."  Beautiful 
Coachella  Valley.  A  wonderful  place  to  live,  and  I  look 
forward  to  many,  many  more  years  here  in  this  beautiful 
valley,  unpolluted,  I  hope. 

How  are  wo  going  to  keep  it  unpolluted? 

The  track  record  of  rail  transport  of 
materials  in  California,  is  dismal.  We  had  the  spill,  a 
wrecked  train  on  the  upper  Sacramento  River  near  Dunsmir, 
California  that  is  still  creating  problems  downstream. 

We  had  the  spill  in  Ventura  County  near 
Highway  101  that  closed  the  highways  for  a  long  period  of 
time. 

This  is  the  dismal  track  record  of  rail 
transport  in  California.  The  representative  of  the  Kaiser- 
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Fontana  people,  said  that  waste  disposal  in  California  is  a 
state-wide  problem.  Does  that  mean  that  we  are  going  to  be 
threatened  with  the  whole  State's  trash  and  garbage?  I 
sincerely  hope  not. 

So  I  would  urge  that  we,  the  people, 
represented  by  our  representatives,  in  the  beautiful 
Coachella  Valley,  the  palm  of  God's  hand,  that  we  keep  it 
this  way  by  resisting  all  efforts  to  pollute  it. 
MS.  WETZEL:  R.  Immarco? 

STATEMENT  OF  R.  TMMARfT) 
MS.  IMMARCO:   Good  evening. 

I  am  a  resident  of  Palm  Springs,  and  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States  of  America  —  not  of  the  world. 

As  someone  said  before  this  evening,  we  are  a 
neighborhood.  Everyone  here  is  affected  by  what  happens  in 
our  community  and  adjacent  communities. 

I  personally  am  against  the  proposed  landfill. 
Enough  has  been  said  this  evening  by  intelligent,  informed 
people,  to  substantiate  an  affirmation  of  my  stand,  and  at 
the  very  least,  reasonable  doubt. 

Our  legal  system  is  predicated  on  reasonable 
doubt,  that  if  there  is  any  reasonable  doubt  of  the 
conviction,  the  judgment  should  be  so  affected. 

I  hope  everyone  here  is  as  intelligent  and  as 
caring  and  has  reasonable  doubt,  and  if  you  do,  the  one 
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1  thing  that  you  have  the  right  under  the  wholly  privileges  as 

2  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  of  America,  is  to  make  your 

3  voice  heard.   Write  to  Cookie  Larson,  tell  her  how  you  feel. 

4  This  is  an  election  year.  That  is  our  power  as  people. 

5  Thank  you. 

6  MS.  WETZEL:   Cass  Alvin? 

7  STATEMENT  OF  CASS  ALVIN 

8  MR.  ALVIN:   Good  evening. 

9  My  name  is  Cass  Alvin.   I  am  vice  president  of 

10  the  California  Federation  of  Labor,  AFL-CIO. 

11  I  come  here  to  express  the  support  of  labor 

12  for  any  project  that  is  going  to  give  some  reduction  in  the 

13  waste  stream,  in  our  waste  ethic  that  our  whole  culture  has 

14  developed. 

15  I  am  primarily  roncerned  as  a  representative 

16  of  Labor,  in  the  guestion  of  jobs.   I  have  heard  this 

17  evening  some  alarming  remarks  about  the  economics,  as  though 

18  economics  was  some  evil,  as  though  the  dollars  pouring  in 

19  from  one  place  to  another  has  a  different  smell  if  it  comes 

20  from  Los  Angeles  County,  just  like  the  air  of  Los  Angeles 

21  County  doesn't  belong  to  Los  Angeles,  like  the  air  over  this 

22  area  doesn't  belong  to  this  area.  Air  is  universal  and  it 

23  blows  from  place  to  place. 

24  But  jobs  also  blow  from  place  to  place.   If  we 

25  do  not  do  something  about  the  waste  problem,  jobs  will 
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disappear  in  California  —  already  jobs  are  disappearing  for 
other  reasons  in  California. 

We  have  seen  examples  where  trash  has  been  put 
on  barges  and  floated  out  in  the  ocean  because  urban  areas 
no  longer  have  a  place  to  have  landfills. 

Now,  a  landfill  is  not  the  only  solution 
certainly,  to  the  problems  of  waste.  Recycling  can  play  a 
major  part,  and  as  a  member  of  the  Southwest  Management 
Board,  I  have  read  many  environmental  reports,  and  I 
consider  this  a  very  excellent  one. 

Certainly  there  are  problems.   There  are 
problems  in  there;  there  are  certain  other  problems 
associated  with  the  landfill,  but  there  are  problems 
associated  without  the  landfill.  We  don't  know  what  to  do 
with  our  waste. 

Now,  there  are  some  alternative  methods  used; 
Europeans  use  methods  that  we  can't  accept,  burning  of 
garbage  and  trash  is  verboten  practically  in  this  country 
because  of  pollution  to  the  air.  And  also  because  we've  got 
a  ruling  that  the  ashes  is  hazardous  waste  and  has  to  be 
disposed  differently. 

The  landfill  proposed  at  Eagle  Mountain  comes 
very  close  to  meeting  all  the  desirable  ways  of  disposing 
garbage  to  landfill.   There  are  other  ways  to  do  it. 
Recycling  has  to  be  increased,  and  the  only  way  you  are 

l.  t  D  REPORTING  SERVICE 
(7K)  989-7096 


DOCUMENT  0026 


-:•;■' 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

IS 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

22 

24 

25 


80 
going  to  meet  the  recycling  goals,  is  to  have  the  proper 
transfer  stations,  the  proper  mechanism  for  recycling.  Not 
only  recycling  of  aluminum  cans  which  is  being  recycled 
largely  because  they  have  put  an  artificial  value  on  them, 
but  recycling  of  all  materials  that  can  be  reused. 

Lets  remember,  unless  there  is  an  economics 
behind  it,  no  one  seems  to  be  concerned  about  this.   Unless 
there  is  economics,  recycling  doesn't  work.  Recycling  of 
paper  in  operations ,  we  can ' t  get  enough  money  for  the  paper 
to  recycle  it.   If  it  hadn't  been  for  the  foreign  countries 
using  our  scrap  for  ballast  on  their  ships  to  go  back  after 
they  dump  their  loads  in  the  United  States,  use  our  scrap  to 
go  to  Japan  and  Taiwan  and  South  Korea,  we  would  have  a 
problem  with  the  economics  of  our  waste. 

Today  colored  glass,  for  instance,  is  going 
into  the  landfills  right  now  because  it  is  more  economical 
to  make  glass  from  native  material  than  it  is  to  use  colors. 
So  we  have  problems  of  jobs.   In  the  glass  industry,  people 
who  work  in  any  job  whatsoever  that  has  waste,  have  got  to 
look  for  some  way  in  which  that  company,  that  enterprise, 
can  dispose  of  its  materials. 

The  Eagle  Mountain  waste  site,  I  think,  is  an 
ideal  place,  not  perfect,  and  the  EIR  doesn't  say  it  is 
perfect,  it  is  a  frank,  comprehensive  report,  but  it  will  be 
a  partial  solution  to  the  problems  of  waste. 
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We  strongly  in  organized  labor  support  it,  not 
for  the  jobs  that  it  will  create  in  hauling  the  materials  to 
Eagle  Mountain,  but  for  the  opportunities  for  industry  to  be 
able  to  locate  in  California  and  create  jobs,  and  have  some 
knowledge  that  their  waste  can  be  disposed  safely,  in  the 
most  sanitary  possible  fashion.  And  it  is  going  to  be  there 
job,  of  course,  to  police  to  see  that  we  live  up  to  the 
expectations  of  the  environmental  resource,  and  that  is  a 
job  for  governmental  agencies. 

So  we  strongly  support  it.  We  hope  that  this 
will  not  bring  an  undue  burden  on  the  people  in  the  area, 
but  there  is  always  going  to  be  some  environmental  problems, 
but  they  are  going  to  be  minimum.  Thank  you  very  much. 

DR.  ZIMMERMAN:   Point  of  order,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  ask  that  the  record  reflect  the  residence 
address  of  the  Mr.  Alvin. 

MS.  WETZEL:  Downey,  California. 

Carolyn  Toenjes. 

STATEMENT  OF  CAROLYN  TOENJES 

MS.  TOENJES:  My  name  is  Carolyn  Toenjes,.   I 
live  at  1863  Park  Drive,  Palm  Springs. 

I  am  here  to  comment  on  this. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  at  this  time  I  am 
resubmitting  comments  by  Dollie  Irwin  and  myself  first 
submitted  in  September  of  1989.  At  this  time,  I  am  also 
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submitting  these  additional  comments. 

1.  How  will  the  County  of  Riverside  and  BLM 
cope  with  the  a  massive  spill  such  as  the  spill  into  the 
Scaramento  River  —  especially  if  the  Haz-Mat  teams  are 
discontinued? 

2.  What  will  be  transported  in  the  railroad 
cars  and  trucks  on  the  return  trips  from  Eagle  Mountain?  Or 
will  they  be  empty? 

3.  How  will  you  identify  and  avoid  carrying 
hazardous  and  toxic  waste  which  is  not  yet  listed  as  toxic 
and  hazardous,  such  as  the  herbicide  that  destroyed  the 
Sacramento  River? 

4.  An  article  in  the  Press  Enterprise  by  Gary 
Polakovic,  Sunday,  August  11,  1991,  states  that  five  major 
waste  dumps  are  planned  for  the  Southern  California  desert. 
Who  has  decided  that  the  desert  should  be  such  a  dumping 
ground?  The  article  states  that  "some  of  the  nation's 
wealthiest  waste  companies  for  financing  the  projects." 
Will  they  also  pay  for  the  cleanup?  Just  because  we  have 
the  land  and  lack  of  population,  as  has  been  said,  we  just 
don't  feel  that  it  is  good  enough  reason  for  it  to  be  used 
as  a  repository  for  all  kinds  of  waste.   Do  we  really  want 
to  be  known  as  the  nation's  dump  site?  Is  our  county  so 
eager  for  money  that  our  politicians  will  succumb  to  this 
bait?  Do  we  want  the  corridor  from  L.A.  through  the  Pass 
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area  and  Coachella  Valley  to  be  referred  to  as  "trash 
alley?" 

5.  Page  386  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  states  that 
even  after  mitigation  measures  are  implemented,  a 
significant  impact  on  air  quality  would  remain.  Would  this 
not  become  extreme  as  the  days  and  years  go  by? 

6.  Page  380  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  states  that  gas 
will  be  generated  from  the  site  —  enough  to  warrant 
construction  of  an  energy  recovery  facility  at  the  project 
site.  Won't  this  have  a  negative  effect  on  the  residents  of 
Eagle  Mountain?  It  will  surely  have  a  negative  effect  on 
the  wilderness  areas  nearby. 

7.  Page  425  states  that  measures  will  be 
implemented  to  minimize  "significant"  volumes  of  toxic 
wastes  but  even  after  mitigation,  "toxic  air  contaminants 
may  be  greater  than  10  in  a  million,  which  will  represent  a 
significant  impact."  This,  too,  would  continue  over  the 
years  and  would  not  cease  when  the  facility  is  scheduled  to 
close  in  100  years. 

8.  Page  530  regarding  water,  it  is  stated 
that  "direct  and  indirect  water  impacts  due  to  the  proposed 
project  would  be  considered  below  a  level  of  significance." 
Yet,  I  understand  that  water  remains  in  the  bottom  of  one  of 
the  pits.  This  would  seem  to  indicate  that  the  ground  level 
of  the  water  is  rather  high  and  concerns  about  water 
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1  contamination  may  be  justified. 

2  9.   Page  596  it  is  stated  that,  "While 

97      3  increased  night  lighting  may  not  be  considered  a  significant 

4  regional  impact,  it  would  nevertheless  alter  the  overall 

5  character  of  the  desert  and  have  a  negative  effect  on  the 

6  aesthetic  enjoyment  of  wilderness  areas."  And  that  would 

7  include  the  Joshua  Tree  and  others  that  have  been  mentioned. 

8  10.   Page  59  —  the  liner.   You  state  that  the 
98     9  entire  area  underlying  the  refuse  area  will  be  lined  with  a 

10  composite  liner  or  clay  liner  using  fine  tailing  from 

11  previous  ore  mining  operations  at  the  site."  Would  there  be 

12  a  possibility  of  the  liner  itself  being  toxic? 

13  Poet  Richard  Shelton  spoke  of  the  desert  often 

14  in  his  poems.  This  is  how  he  described  it,  "Loveliest,  most 

15  silent  sanctuary,  more  fragile  than  forests,  more  beautiful 

16  than  water.  Oh,  my  desert,  yours  is  the  only  death  I 

17  cannot  bear."  He  also  wrote,  "In  the  book  of  our  history  it 

18  will  be  recorded  that  we  murdsred  the  earth." 

19  Do  we  want  that  to  be  the  legacy  we  leave? 

20  Thank  you. 

21  MS.  WETZEL:   Pat  Reid? 

22  (No  response. ) 

23  MS.  WETZEL:   Gerry  Fawcett? 

24  STATEMENT  OF  GERRY  FAWCETT 

25  MR.  FAWCETT:  My  name  is  Gerry  Fawcett.   I 
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live  at  11633  Holme  Street  in  Yucaipa,  California. 

I  would  like  to  make  a  very  few  remarks 
tonight  regarding  the  EIR.   The  EIR  is  a  document  that  has 
been  put  together  by  professionals  over  the  last  several 
months  addressing  those  impacts  which  will  take  place 
because  of  this  project. 

This  is  a  project  which  addresses  the  regional 
needs  of  Southern  California  to  take  care  of  its  burgeoning 
waste  crisis. 

A  project  of  this  nature  has  to  have  a  good 
and  a  well  documented  EIR  to  address  the  impacts  that  this 
project  is  going  to  havu  in  the  local  area,  and  in  the 
Southern  California  area. 

The  document  that  has  been  placed  has  been 
reviewed,  re-reviewed  and  presents  a  logical  and  a 
engineering  answer  to  the  problems  and  the  impacts  which 
this  project  represents. 

I  feel  that  there  are  impacts  to  this  project. 
The  EIR  addresses  those.   It  addresses  those  impacts  which 
are  mitigatible,  it  addresses  those  impacts  which  are  not 
mitigatible. 

It  indicates  in  there  what  the  significant 
effect  of  the  non-mitigatible  impacts  are,  and  if  the 
document  is  read,  it  is  thorough,  it  is  complete,  and  it 
shows  that  this  is  a  safe  and  environmentally  sound  project, 
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1  and  I  certainly  recommend  that  it  be  approved. 

2  Thank  you. 

3  MS.  WETZEL:   Jackie  Underwood? 

4  STATEMENT  OF  JACKIE  UNDERWOOD 

5  MR.  UNDERWOOD:   My  name  is  Jackie  Underwood. 

6  I  reside  at  672  Hewitt  Street,  San  Jacinto,  California. 

100      7  I  would  just  like  to  clear  up  a  statement  that 

8  was  made  earlier  by  a  gentleman  that  said  he  was  a  vice 

9  president  of  the  AFL-CIO,  and  they  supported  this  program. 

10  Maybe  they  do  in  Downey.   We  have  a  Local  AFL- 

11  CIO  who  covers  Riverside-San  Bernardino  County,  that  had 

12  personal  invitations  to  come  down  here  and  support  this  — 

13  but  they  are  not  here. 

14  I  just  wanted  to  clear  that  up. 

15  I  thank  you. 

16  HEARING  OFFICER:   We  have  come  to  the  end  of 

17  our  green  cards  at  this  point. 

18  MR.  BITONTI:  I  filled  out  a  card.  Ron 

19  Bitonti. 

20  HEARING  OFFICER:   Come  on  up,  Ron.   We  might 

21  have  missed  it.   State  your  name  and  address,  please. 

22  STATEMENT  OF  RONALD  BITONTI 

23  MR.  BITONTI:   My  name  is  Ronald  Bitonti  — 

24  B-i-t-o-n-t-i  —  and  I  reside  at  9127  Palo  Verdes,  Fontana, 

25  California. 
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I  come  here  actually  wearing  two  hats.   I 
represent  7,000  Kaiser  retirees,  which  70  percent  of  them 
are  over  60  years  old. 

In  addition  to  that,  I  also  work  for  the 
Steelworkers  Union,  that  we  represent  thousands  of  active 
employees  that  work  in  Riverside  County,  and  many  of  our 
retirees  live  out  in  this  area  also. 

There  was  one  statement  here  that  was 
inaccurate,  and  I  think  I  ought  to  correct  it,  said  that  we 
had  a  financial  interest  as  far  as  the  pensions. 

This  project  as  far  as  retirees  is  concerned, 
has  nothing  to  do  with  their  pensions.  This  concerns  their 
health  care  benefits. 

We  own  —  the  retirees  —  we  own  52  percent  of 
this  mine,  and  what  is  wrong  with  someone  that  owns  property 
to  come  down  here  and  support  a  project  that  is  going  to 
benefit  them?  I  am  sure  that  some  of  these  people  that 
talked  here,  they  own  property  —  farmers  and  so  forth.   I 
mean  they  were  here  looking  after  their  interests.   So  what 
is  wrong  with  retirees  looking  after  their  interest? 

We  feel  that  this  Environmental  Impact  Report 
has  been  studied,  there  is  adequate  technology  to  prevent 
any  serious  impact  to  the  environment. 

When  this  mine  —  I  have  been  associated  with 
Kaiser  Steel  Corporation  for  38  years.  When  this  mine  was 
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88 
in  full  operation  back  in  the  '60's  and  '70's,  there  were 
some  1,000  employees  that  worked  over  there.   There  was  more 
equipment  operating  during  those  years  than  will  be 
operating  once  this  project  is  approved. 

In  addition  to  that,  we  represented  the 
railroad  crews  that  transported  the  iron  ore  back  in  those 
days ,  and  I  have  no  knowledge  of  any  serious  accident  that 
injured  anybody  during  that  period  of  time.   Iron  ore  is  a 
lot  heavier  and  a  lot  more  weight  than  these  trash  cars  will 
be  that  will  be  coming  from  the  transfer  stations. 

We  think  as  far  as  the  retirees  are  concerned, 
this  is  a  sound  project.   We  urge  the  Committee  to  approve 
it.   Thank  you. 

HEARING  OFFICER:   Is  there  anyone  else  in  the 
audience  who  wishes  to  make  a  statement  at  this  time? 
MS.  MILLIKEN:   I  would. 

HEARING  OFFICER:   State  your  name,  please, 
address,  and  spell  it  please. 

STATEMENT  OF  ROSALYN  MILLIKEN 
MS.  MILLIKEN:   I  am  Rosalyn  Milliken.   I  live 
at  8700  Avenue  38  in  Be:rmuda  Dunes.   My  husband  and  I  own 
property  there  —  we  are  farmers. 

Everyone  that  I  have  spoken  to  about  this 
issue  in  the  Coachella  Valley,  has  been  against  it.   I  can't 
speak  for  the  entire  Coachella  Valley,  but  I  have  not  heard 
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one  person,  a  private  citizen,  a  resident  of  this  Valley, 
who  is  for  this. 

Now,  as  I  understand  from  reading  Benjamin 
Franklin,  a  good  law,  good  government,  works  for  posterity. 
I  don't  believe  this  project  is  good  for  the  posterity  of 
this  desert,  for  my  children  and  my  grandchildren. 

I  am  a  third  generation  resident  of  this 
county  of  Riverside  County.   I  would  like  to  have  my 
children  want  to  live  here  in  the  future.   I  would  like  my 
children  to  want  to  live  in  Los  Angeles  in  the  future.   I 
think  Los  Angeles  can  improve  environmentally,  but  promoting 
this  project,  allowing  this  project  to  happen,  will  not 
promote  the  environmental  well-being  of  Los  Angeles  in  the 
future. 

I  wanted  to  bring  with  me  this  evening  a 
plastic  spray  bottle  that  I  just  bought.  The  spray  bottle, 
I  got  three  sprays  out  of  it,  it  broke,  it's  in  the  garbage. 
This  is  irresponsible  on  the  part  of  manufacturers.   This 
does  not  help  our  economy,  it  does  not  help  anything.   I 
have  to  go  out  and  spend  more  money,  more  gasoline,  go  to 
the  store,  buy  another  one,  and  it  is  going  to  be  in  a  dump 
somewhere. 

When  is  this  going  to  stop?  We  can  stop  it 
right  here  in  this  desert  tonight.  We  can  only  improve  the 
world  in  small  increments;  this  is  an  increment  we  can  work 
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with.   Thank  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  JEAN  HOLGUIN 

MS.  HOLGUIN:  I  am  Jean  Holguin  — 
H-o-l-g-u-i-n  —  and  I  lived  in  Fontana  for  28  years  —  now 
I  live  in  Desert  Hot  Springs. 

I  want  to  say  what  has  been  said  about 
retirees,  of  course  it  is  some  of  the  money  because  we  are 
retired  and  my  husband  was  very  sick  three  years  ago  —  the 
doctor  gave  him  one  or  two  days  of  life  —  and  he  is  still 
here  —  right  over  here. 

If  it  wasn't  for  Kaiser  helping  us  with  the 
bills,  I  don't  know  what  we  would  do,  and  that  is  why  I  wish 
they  go  through  this  so  all  the  people  have  a  job,  and  we 
retirees  have  our  Kaiser  —  how  would  you  say  —  health 
plan. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

HEARING  OFFICER:   Thank  you. 
STATEMENT  OF  DOROTHY  LEVENSON 

MS.  LEVENSON:  My  name  is  Dorothy  Levenson.   I 
live  in  Riverside  —  Moreno  Valley  to  be  exact  —  quite 
close  to  the  Kaiser  plant,  and  it  did  pollute  Riverside. 
And  it  was  fined  a  number  of  times  which  I  am  sure  that  you 
can  find  that  in  the  records  in  Riverside  if  you  will  go 
check  it. 

The  other  thing  is  I  have  asthma.   This  is  the 
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only  place  that  I  have  lived  where  I  have  been  able  to 
breathe.   For  a  while  I  could  not  walk  —  even  half  a 
block  -  without  sitting  down,   it  is  a  horrible  thing  not 
to  be  able  to  breathe. 

There  is  a  lot  of  people  out  here  —  they  are 
talking  about  money  and  their  health,  what  about  the  other 
people  and  their  health? 

If  all  this  pollution  is  going  to  cause  other 
people  to  have  breathing  problems,  how  much  is  it  going  to 
cost  each  one  of  those  persons  when  they  go  to  the  doctor 
and  they  get  medications  -  it's  very,  very  expensive.   And 
if  they  can't  afford  it,  who  is  going  to  pay  for  it?  This 
State  is  going  to  pay  for  it.   Or  the  County  is  going  to  pay 
for  it. 

No  matter  how  much  money  you  get  for  a  dump, 
is  it  going  to  be  enough  to  pay  for  all  the  health  hazards 
that  it  is  going  to  create,  and  the  patients  who  is  going  to 
want  help  with  it?  Because  I  know  —  you  can't  work.   You 
can't  breathe  —  and  it  is  a  horrible  thing. 
I  am  against  this. 

And  the  other  thing  is  if  the  water  does 
become  contaminated  and  it  is  used  agriculturally,  are  the 
plants  going  to  be  contaminated  also  that  we  buy  in  the 
grocery  store,  not  only  here  in  the  Valley,  but  in  Los 
Angeles  and  Riverside  and  Fontana  and  San  Diego?  They  ship 
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all  over. 

What  about  the  plants?  What  are  they  going  to 
do  to  the  people  if  it  becomes  polluted  —  the  water? 

Thank  you. 

HEARING  OFFICER:   Is  there  anyone  else  in  the 
audience  who  wishes  to  make  a  statement  at  this  time? 
STATEMENT  OF  B.  T.  MORRING 

MR.  MORRING:   My  name  is  B.  T.  Morring,  and  I 
live  in  Indio,  California. 

I  have  been  a  resident  of  this  area  of  the 
desert  for  in  excess  of  37  years.  Most  of  it  I  have  lived 
in  Desert  Center.   I  own  property  in  Desert  Center  now  and 
in  the  past,  and  I  would  like  to  support  this  project.   I 
read  most  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report.   I  think  it  is 
valid  to  the  point,  and  agree  with  most  of  it. 

I  would  like  to  indicate  my  support. 

HEARING  OFFICER:   Does  anybody  else  in  the 
audience  wish  to  make  a  statement  at  this  time? 

Seeing  that  there  is  no  one  else  to  speak,  I 
will  begin  to  close  the  hearing. 

I  wish  to  thank  all  of  you  for  attending.   I 
want  to  assure  you  that  your  spoken  and  written  statements 
will  be  a  part  of  the  permanent  records.   Thank  you,  and,  I 
now  hereby  declare  this  hearing  adjourned. 

(The  hearing  concluded  at  (9:45  p.m.) 
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PUBLIC  HEARING 

EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  DRAFT  EIS/EIR 

WEDNESDAY,  AUGUST  28,  1991 

Lake  Tamarisk  Recreation 

Center 

26251  Park  View  Drive 

Desert  Center,  CA  92239 
The  Public  Hearing  came  to  order  at  7:00  p.m. 
before  Hearing  Officer  John  H.  Skibinski,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  Bakersfield  District  Office,  Bakersfield, 
California,  assisted  by  Maryanne  Wetzel,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  California  Desert  District,  Palm  Springs-South 
Coast  Resource  Area,  Palm  Springs  California  92262. 

HEARING  OFFICER  SKIBINSKI:   Good  evening, 
ladies  and  gentlemen. 

This  public  meeting  will  now  come  to  order. 

My  name  is  John  Skibinski,  Assistant  District 
Manager  for  Lands  and  Renewable  Resources  in  the  Bureau  of 
Land  management,  Bakersfield  District  Office,  California. 

I  have  been  appointed  by  the  California  State 
Director  through  the  District  Manager  in  the  California 
Desert  District,  as  an  uninterested  mutual  party,  under  the 
authority  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  to  conduct  this 
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Public  Hearing. 

This  public  hearing  is  for  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  Department  of  the  Interior.   I  would  like  to 
stress  that  this  hearing  is  being  held  to  receive 
information,  views,  comments,  and  suggestions  on  the 
adeguacy  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report 
prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  the  County  of 
Riverside  under  contract  with  the  Regional  Environmental 
Consultants  called  "RECON",  on  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain 
Landfill  project  at  Eagle  Mountain,  California. 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  was  officially  released  for 
public  review  on  July  26,  1991,  when  the  Notice  of 
Availability  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register.  A  60 
day  comment  period  is  now  under  way.   Comments  will  be 
accepted  in  writing  only  (excluding  those  made  at  the  public 
hearing  here  tonight)  through  September  24,  1991. 

Comments  should  be  submitted  to  either  the  BLM 
office  in  Palm  Springs,  or  the  Riverside  County  Planning 
Office  in  Riverside,  California. 

The  purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to  allow  the 
public  the  opportunity  to  verbally  address  the  adeguacy  of, 
or  concerns,  not  addressed  in  the  EIS/EIR.  We  will  not  be 
answering  any  guestions  during  this  hearing.   If  you  have 
guestions  regarding  this  project,  please  feel  free  to 
address  them  in  writing  to  either  the  Bureau  of  Land 
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Management  or  County  offices,  and  they  will  address  them 
formally  in  the  Final  EIS/EIR. 

If  you  plan  to  make  an  oral  statement  this 
evening,  be  sure  to  fill  a  green  registration  speaker  card 
—  one  of  these  little  sheets  here;  you  saw  them  as  you  came 
in.  Anyone  who  is  planning  on  giving  an  oral  statement,  we 
ask  you  to  fill  this  out  and  mark  it  accordingly  —  there  is 
a  little  block  there.   If  you  are  not,  we  also  ask  you  to 
fill  this  out  for  our  attendance  records. 

The  official  reporter  for  this  session  is 
Warren  Doget  of  D  &  D  Reporting  Service  —  he  is  here  on  my 
right  —  out  of  Rancho  Cucamonga,  California.   He  will 
prepare  a  verbatim  transcript  of  everything  that  is  said  in 
this  session.   If  you  wish  to  obtain  a  copy  of  the 
transcript,  you  can  make  your  own  arrangements  with  him 
after  the  hearing. 

To  ensure  a  complete  and  accurate  record  of 
the  hearing,  only  one  person  should  speak  at  a  time,  and 
everyone  should  remain  as  quiet  as  possible  while  the 
hearing  is  in  progress.  During  the  hearing,  no  one  will  be 
recognized  other  than  the  designated  speaker. 

To  assist  the  reporter,  each  speaker  should 
state  their  name  —  and  please  spell  your  last  name  — 
address,  and  who  they  are  representing.   If  they  are 
representing  themselves,  say  so. 
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Due  to  the  large  number  who  have  signed  up  to 
speak  this  evening  —  we  have  30  —  all  parties  are  expected 
to  confine  their  remarks  to  five  minutes  or  less.  We  tried 
10  minutes  yesterday;  most  people  were  within  five  or  six 
minutes.   That  is  why  we  reduced  it  to  five. 

Why  don't  we  try  five  minutes  and  see  how  it 
goes,  and  I  will  play  it  by  ear. 

We  will  inform  the  speakers  when  they  have  two 
minutes  remaining  so  you  can  get  to  a  logical  conclusion. 
If  time  is  available  at  the  end  of  the  hearing,  individuals 
who  are  unable  to  complete  their  testimony,  I  will  give  you 
time  to  do  so  in  the  same  order  that  we  will  call  you  up. 

Written  comments  will  be  accepted  in  lieu  of 
oral  presentations  or  as  supplements  to  oral  presentations. 
They  may  be  submitted  at  the  end  of  the  hearing  or  mailed  to 
either  the  BLM  office  in  Palm  Springs,  or  the  Riverside 
County  Planning  Office.   The  addresses  are  available  at  the 
back  table  as  you  came  in. 

All  written  statements  that  are  received  on  or 
before  September  24,  1991,  will  be  included  as  part  of  the 
official  record.  Written  statements  will  be  given  the  same 
consideration  as  oral  statements  made  at  this  hearing. 

For  those  who  wish  to  make  an  oral 
presentations,  it  would.be  helpful  if  you  would  give  the 
reporter  a  copy  of  any  prepared  statement  you  have.   If  you 
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7 
have  an  extra  copy,  please  give  it  to  him  prior  to  your 

2 

presentation. 

3 

The  record  of  this  hearing  will  be  available 

4 

for  public  inspection  at  the  Palm  Springs  BLM  Office  in 

5 

approximately  15  days  after  this  hearing. 

6 

Are  there  any  guestions  regarding  the  hearing 

7 

at  this  point? 

8 

Any  guestions  from  anyone? 

9 

(No  response. ) 

10 

HEARING  OFFICER:  Okay.  If  there  are  no 

11 

guestions,  then  we  will  start  with  the  first  individual. 

12 

MS.  WETZEL:   Jackie  Underwood? 

13 

STATEMENT  OF  JACKIE  UNDERWOOD 

14 

MR.  UNDERWOOD:   I  am  Jackie  Underwood.   I 

15 

reside  at  672  Hewitt  Street  in  San  Jacinto,  California. 

16 

I  wish  to  talk  about  the  environment,  air 

17 

pollution  and  water  pollution. 

18 

Air  pollution.   I  worked  at  the  Eagle  Mountain 

19 

Mine  for  over  20  years.  During  that  time  there  were  several 

20 

derailments  and  washouts  of  the  railroad  —  some  of  them 

21 

major. 

22 

In  the  late  '50's  and  the  late  '70's,  flash 

;              23 

floods  took  out  10-15  miles  of  rail  each  time.   It  took  two 

24 

to  three  weeks  to  repair  it. 

25 

The  EIR  says  one-fifth  of  the  project  will  be 
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8 
hauled  by  trucks;  200  each  way,  making  400  each  day,  or  an 
increase  of  three  percent  of  the  traffic  on  Interstate  10. 

Should  another  washout  of  the  magnitude  of  the 
'50's  and  '70*s  occur,  to  move  the  garbage  would  reguire 
another  800  trucks  each  way,  bringing  the  total  to  2,000 
each  day,  or  a  traffic  increase  on  1-10  of  15  percent.  And 
in  all  probability  100  percent  of  truck  traffic. 

Reading  from  the  Appendix  I  of  the  EIR,  a 
letter  dated  March  20,  1969,  from  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  to  Harry  Konger, 
Assistant  Mine  Manager,  the  net  unaccounted  for  water  for 
1968  was  432  acre  feet.   The  tailings  basin  had  an  average 
area  of  38.4  acre  feet. 

Therefore,  the  amount  infiltrating  into  the 
strata  below  the  basin  could  be  as  high  as  11.3  acre  feet 
per  year. 

Your  report  for  tailings,  basin  number  5, 
estimates  a  maximum  of  5.5  per  year. 

Upon  the  basis  of  your  1968  water  balance  of 
11.11  feet  infiltrating,  the  waste  water  should  surely  reach 
the  water  table. 

The  report  in  the  Appendix  prepared  by  SCS 
Engineering  dated  March  1990,  states  that  the  water  level  in 
the  pit  was  752  feet  in  1982.  And  709  feet  at  the  present 
time. 
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It  also  says  that  the  water  measured  at  501 
feet  below  ground  level  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  School,  which 
would  make  it  the  same  level  as  the  water  in  the  east  pit. 

The  Appendix  says  that  during  January  and 
February  of  1990,  approximately  40,000  gallons  of  water  was 
pumped  from  the  proposed  dump  site  to  a  plastic  holding  pond 
over  a  10  day  period.   Pumping  rates  were  at  100  gallons  per 
minute.  Recovery  rates  were  up  to  40  gallons  per  minute. 

The  fact  that  the  pond  water  level  recovered 
relatively  rapid  after  large  quantities  of  water  were 
pumped,  indicates  the  existence  of  substantial  bank  storage 
in  the  area. 

The  water  report  in  Appendix  I  made  in  1964 
says  there  is  six  million,  seven  hundred  eighty-four 
thousand,  four  hundred  and  sixty-four  acre  feet  of  water  in 
the  basin. 

Last  month  MRC  mailed  out  over  4300  letters  to 
Kaiser  retirees  offering  them  a  bus  ride  and  a  dinner  to 
attend  these  meetings.   Last  night,  MRC,  and  the  ex-Mayor  of 
Fontana,  Nat  Simon,  came  to  the  Palm  Desert  meeting  armed 
with  some  300  of  these  retirees,  suffering  under  the  false 
illusion  that  they  would  get  their  insurance  back  if  this 
project  was  approved. 

Four  or  five  years  ago  a  company  called 
"Garbold"  proposed,  and  was  issued  a  grading  permit  to  build 
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10 
a  tire  burning  power  plant  in  the  City  of  Rialto.   The  City 
of  Fontana  —  and  Nat  Simon  along  with  other  agencies  in  the 
Inland  Empire  —  packed  the  public  hearing  with  hundreds  of 
people  and  defeated  this  project,  even  though  the  project 
met  the  pollution  standards. 

Their  only  concern  was  for  their  air  quality. 
Last  night  they  did  not  exhibit  the  same  concern  for  air 
quality  in  the  Chuckwalla  Valley  and  the  Desert  Center 
area  —  only  money. 

I  have  a  picture  here  of  what  a  flash  flood 
did  to  the  west  pit  in  the  late  '70's.   I  would  estimate  it 
to  be  about  a  half  a  mile  long  and  a  half  a  mile  wide. 
There  was  enough  water  in  it  to  let  the  assistant  pit 
superintendent  play  with  his  jet  boat  in  it. 

I  don't  have  a  picture  of  the  east  pit  because 
we  weren't  mining  there  and  wasn't  interested  in  pumping  it 
out.  We  didn't  have  equipment  in  there  at  the  time. 

MRC  gave  a  dinner  on  the  first  of  August  1991 
in  Fontana,  and  invited  organized  labor  to  the  dinner  for 
the  purpose  of  gaining  their  support  which  they  did  not  get. 
I  attended  that  meeting.  At  the  dinner,  Scotty  Stevenson,  a 
former  negotiator  and  employee  of  Kaiser,  and  now  one  of  the 
Directors  of  VEBA  who  represents  the  retirees,  stated  that 
if  this  project  were  approved,  it  would  give  the  retirees  a 
chance  to  recover  as  much  as  10  percent  of  what  they  lost. 
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11 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  say  as  a  Kaiser 
Eagle  Mountain  retiree,  the  monetary  gain  of  as  much  as  10 
percent,  or  100  percent  for  that  matter,  is  not  worth  the 
possibility  of  contaminating  seven  million  gallons  of 
water  —  acre  feet  of  water  —  that  could  be  essential  to 
the  survival  of  my  children,  grand  children,  or  great  grand 
children. 

Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Randall  DuPree? 
STATEMENT  OF  RANDALL  DUPREE 

MR.  DUPREE:   Hi.   I  am  Randy  DuPree  from 
Blythe,  California.   301  South  Lovekin  in  Blythe, 
California. 

It  appears  to  me  that  I  wasn't  aware  of  all 
the  situations  out  here,  but  it  seems  that  the  only  reason 
that  most  of  these  people  are  here  is  because  they  think 
they  are  going  to  get  some  money.   I  wonder  if  they  would  be 
here  if  there  was  no  money  attached,  and  they  just  think  it 
is  a  good  idea?  I  don't  think  so.  And  we  live  in  this 
community  and  I  just  believe  that  we  should  have  the  trash 
for  Los  Angeles  stay  in  Los  Angeles.  I  don't  think  that  it 
is  necessary  to  bring  it  out  here. 

So,  I  just  feel  that  we  shouldn't  have  this 
project.   I  believe  he  summed  up  a  lot  of  the  situations 
with  the  water.   It  sounds  to  me  like  there  is  potential 
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12 
possibility  that  we  may  be  contaminating  the  water  in  this 
area. 

Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   John  Whatley? 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  W.  WHATLFT 

MR.  WHATL3Y:   My  name  is  John  W.  Whatley  — 
W-h-t-t-1-e-y.   I  live  at  5633  Alamitos  Street  in  Montclair, 
California. 

Sitting  here  hearing  these  speeches  —  now,  I 
am  no  engineer  —  the  only  thing  I  have  ever  engineered  in 
my  life  was  a  mule  out  of  a  square  field.   But  I  do  know 
that  water  is  a  critical  thing  and  I  agree  that 
contamination  is  critical.   But  the  trash  and  garbage  that 
is  going  to  engulf  us  all  in  this  area  —  I  am  talking  about 
from  here  to  the  state  line  on  out  —  today  is  a  critical 
problem.   10-20  years  down  the  road  it  is  going  to  be  even 
worse. 

The  time  to  get  something  done  about  it  is 
now. 

I  just  wonder,  all  you  people  that  are  out 
here  protesting,  I  wonder  how  many  of  you  protested  when 
Kaiser  was  mining  out  there,  defacing  the  earth  and  giving 
you  millions  of  dollars  and  a  city  and  everything,  I  wonder 
how  many  of  you  protested  that? 

You  see,  it  all  depends  on  whose  ox  is  gored. 
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13 
I  am  80  years  old,  and  if  we  started  that  project  tonight, 
before  we  leave  here,  I  don't  stand  to  benefit  one  lousy 
penny  because  I  am  not  going  to  live  always. 

But  I  do  think  that  for  the  future,  and  for 
the  people  coming  into  this  state  and  little  ones  being  born 
every  two  seconds,  that  something  should  be  done,  we  should 
leave  them  something  that  they  would  be  proud  of.  The  fact 
of  it  is  if  we  don't  get  rid  of  this  garbage,  we  are  going 
to  become  another  Mexico  City  —  not  just  here  —  but  all  — 
the  whole  area. 

Now,  if  we  could  shut  off  borders  to 
California  all  around,  not  let  anybody  else  come  in  here  to 
live  in  this  state,  20-30  years  from  now  it  is  going  to  be 
so  crowded  that  all  east  Long  Angeles,  Fontana,  Montclair 
people,  we  are  going  to  be  living  out  here  —  not  me  —  but 
they  will  be  living  here  because  there  is  so  much  land,  so 
much  you  can  do  with  it.   If  they  would  fill  this  in  in  a 
competent  manner,  and  I  am  sure  they  would,  they  would  have 
to,  fill  in  one  section  at  a  time,  run  pipes  down  to  take 
out  the  methane  gas  and  make  electricity  out  of  it,  keep  it 
from  polluting. 

I  live  within  10  miles  of  a  landfill  at  Mira 
Loma,  and  I  have  never  seen  any  clouds  there  yet.  Of  course 
I  don't  claim  they  have  a  personal  factor  there.   I  would  be 
lying  to  you  if  I  said  that,  but  as  far  as  the  air  quality, 
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14 
you  can't  see  it.  You  smell  it,  but  you  can't  see  it. 
I  think  if  they  get  methane  gas  and  make 
electricity  and  fill  it  in,  you  could  get  factories  out  here 
to  build  on  that  place  that  is  filled,  I  think  you  could 
have  more  prosperity  than  you  ever  had  before  as  a  mine. 
Thank  you. 
MS.  WETZEL:   Lyle  Stevenson? 

STATEMENT  OF  LYLE  B.  STEVENSON 
MR.  STEVENSON:   Good  evening.   My  name  is  Lyle 
B.  Stevenson,  commonly  known  as  Scotty  Stevenson.   I  live  at 
12930  Golf  Course  Drive  in  Victorville,  California. 

I  am  Chairman  of  the  Kaiser  Steel  VEBA  which 
is  the  Voluntary  Employee  Benefits  Association,  a  trust 
formed  out  of  the  bankruptcy  of  Kaiser  Steel.   The  Trust  is 
assisting  over  7,000  Kaiser  retirees  and  their  spouses  who 
lost  their  medical  benefits  when  Kaiser  Steel  went  bankrupt. 

The  loss  of  benefits  totaled  over  $500 
million.  As  part  of  the  resolution  of  the  bankruptcy,  the 
Trust  received  48  percent  of  the  stock  of  the  new  company, 
Kaiser  Steel  Resources,  which  stands  to  receive  considerable 
revenue  if  this  landfill  project  is  approved. 

To  those  of  you  who  oppose  this  project,  this 
may  seem  insignificant,  but  to  those  who  worked  their  entire 
lives  to  obtain  a  measure  of  economic  freedom,  it  is  in  many 
cases  the  difference  between  eating  potatoes  or  bread  and 
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We  know  that  there  is  an  environmental  impact 
if  this  project  goes  forward,  but  we  believe  that  this 
impact  has  been  minimalized  with  every  technological  and 
scientific  procedure  devised  today.  This  project  if 
approved,  will  not  only  benefit  the  retirees  of  Kaiser,  but 
will  also  help  resolve  the  two  tremendous  problems  that  face 
all  of  us  today,  and  that  is  waste  disposal  and 
unemployment. 

We  ask  the  decision  makers  who  must  decide  the 
fate  of  this  project,  to  keep  in  mind  that  our  society  has 
and  most  always  come  down  in  favor  of  the  greatest  good  for 
the  greatest  number,  and  this  project  fits  that  criteria. 

Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Tom  Rabone? 

STATEMENT  OF  TOM  RABONE 

MR.  RABONE:   Good  evening.   My  name  is  Tom 
Rabone  —  R-a-b-o-n-e.   I  reside  at  15955  Manzanita  Drive, 
Fontana,  California. 

I  was  an  employee  of  Kaiser  Steel  for  33  years 
until  the  mill  shut  down  in  1984  and  went  into  bankruptcy  in 
1987.  I  too  lost  considerable  medical  and  vision/dental  and 
pension  benefits.  I  am  one  of  the  7,000  retirees,  surviving 
spouses  and  spouses  who  were  promised  these  benefits  and 
subsequently  lost  them. 
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This  is  a  very  important  project  for  us.   I 
have  reviewed  the  EIR  and  the  BIS,  I  see  that  it  is 
relatively  a  clean  EIR/EIS  compared  with  other  EIR's.   It 
mitigates  —  the  majority  —  the  overwhelming  majority  deals 
with  all  of  the  environmental  issues,  and  partially 
mitigates  most  of  them  that  aren't  totally  mitigated. 

I  see  this  project  as  a  win,  win,  win 
situation.   I  see  a  win  for  Riverside  County,  I  see  the 
revenue  from  this  also  not  only  going  to  the  retirees,  but 
Riverside  County  would  generate  a  tremendous  amount  of 
revenue  from  this,  that  a  lot  of  this  will  flow  back  into 
the  Desert  Center/Eagle  Mountain  area.   It  is  committed  by 
your  own  supervisor  that  the  income  from  that  will  come 
back,  the  majority  of  it,  to  the  Desert  Center  area.   I 
think  that  is  very  important. 

I  think  there  are  certain  job  opportunities 
that  will  be  created  in  construction,  in  maintenance  and 
revitalize  some  of  this  area  that  you  as  you  go  up  to  the 
town  of  Eagle  Mountain  and  see  what  has  happened  to  the 
ghost  town  up  there.   I  think  this  is  also  very  important. 

It's  a  win  situation  for  all  of  Southern 
California,  from  San  Diego  to  Ventura/Santa  Barbara  who  are 
facing  tremendous  problems  with  landfills  that  are  rapidly 
filling.  And  will  be  filling  in  the  next  few  years. 

I  see  this  as  a  necessary  item  that  Southern 
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California  needs.  I  see  a  lot  of  pollution  being  created  in 
the  Los  Angeles,  San  Gabriel,  Inland  Empire,  from  traffic. 
And  you  mention  the  trash  trucks  hauling  out  here.  They  are 
also  on  the  roads  in  Los  Angeles,  and  as  these  dump  sites 
close,  they  will  be  hauling  trash  further  and  further  and 
further  and  clogging  up  freeways  and  creating  pollution  that 
the  prevailing  winds  blow  into  this  area.  And  that  is  where 
a  lot  of  your  air  quality  and  pollution  is  coming  from. 
So  I  think  this  is  a  vital  product  to  the 
retirees.   I  think  the  local  area  will  benefit.   I  think  the 
county  will  benefit,  I  think  Southern  California  will 
benefit,  and  I  urge  you  to  go  along  with  it.   Thank  you. 
MS.  WETZEL:   Larry  Young? 

STATEMENT  OF  LARRY  YOUNG 
MR.  YOUNG:  My  name  is  Larry  Young.   I  reside 
at  1917  North  Silverwood  in  the  City  of  Orange,  California. 

I  have  been  affiliated  with  the  people  with 
Kaiser  for  the  past  35  years.   I  am  one  of  these  people  that 
are  going  to  gain  tremendous  wealth  when  this  project  goes 
through  because  when  the  project  closed  at  Kaiser  Steel,  I 
had  several  thousands  of  dollars  there  that  was  owed  me,  and 
I  winded  up  with  a  big  16  7  shares  of  stock.   So,  you  know,  I 
will  probably  become  a  millionaire  or  something. 

I  live  in  the  City  of  Orange  and  by  the  time 
this  project  opens  out  here,  I  am  sure  that  most  of  the 
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landfills  in  our  area  will  have  to  close  because  they  are 
filled. 

I  do  feel  very  sad  about  the  situation,  it  has 
got  to  go  some  place.  The  people  on  the  east  coast,  I  am 
sure  you  have  heard  their  horror  stories,  they  are  buying 
space  on  Pacific  Islands.  They  are  making  deals  with  red 
China  and  everything  else  to  get  rid  of  garbage. 

Now,  when  we  are  talking  about  the  Eagle 
Mountain  project,  we  are  not  talking  about  garbage.   There 
is  nothing  coming  out  here  except  solid  waste  that  will  not 
hurt  anything.   In  this  situation  today,  I  am  64  years  old. 
It  is  the  first  project  I  have  ever  seen  in  my  life  that  is 
made  to  benefit  ecological  situations  because  of  the  fact 
that  all  of  the  refuse  would  be  hauled  to  rail  sites,  it 
will  be  off  loaded,  and  it  will  be  completly  sorted  there 
into  a  reclamation  project. 

The  gentleman  talked  about  methanes.   I  don't 
think  there  will  be  a  methane  out  here.   I  don't  think  there 
will  be  an  odor  out  here  because  I  don't  think  there  will  be 
anything  to  create  it.  Although  in  their  proposal  they  have 
things  to  offset  that. 

The  thing  about  this,  one  thing  I  think  you 
need  to  look  at,  whether  I  have  known  the  Kaiser  Steel 
people  for  many  years,  you've  got  to  look  at  management.   I 
think  the  ethics  of  the  management  that  I  have  known  and 
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19 
dealt  with  for  many,  many  years  as  a  business  man,  is  above 
reproach  with  the  Eagle  Mountain  Project. 

I  really  feel  when  I  look  back  at  a  situation 
like  in  the  City  of  Orange,  our  only  area  that  we  haul  trash 
to,  and  this  is  trash  and  garbage,  overlooks  —  you  can  just 
look  over  the  side  of  it  and  see  our  city  water  supply. 
Every  time  it  rains  you  are  getting  leaching  down  into  our 
city  water  supply.   Here  you  are  going  to  have  far  less 
trouble  with  that  then  you  are  there. 

I  don't  know  where  in  the  world  we  would  go  in 
this  world  today  where  we  could  dispose  of  waste.  One  of 
the  things  we  need  to  do  is  try  and  get  people  to  cut  back 
on  waste.  We  create  more  waste  in  Southern  California  than 
any  place  in  the  country.   I  think  a  movement  should  be  done 
there  to  curb  the  people,  but  the  thing  is  I  feel  that  this 
project  is  going  to  gain  far  more  in  jobs  and  financial 
situation  —  I  use  to  work  with  the  Riverside  —  with  Kaiser 
when  they  paid  just  about  the  entire  school  board  bills  and 
everything  else  for  the  City  of  Riverside  and  the  County  of 
Riverside.   I  don't  think  they  have  taken  a  great  deal  away 
from  the  community.   Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Abraham  Rothstein? 
STATEMENT  OF  ABRAHAM  ROTHSTEIN 

MR.  ROTHSTEIN:   Abraham  Rothstein,  8428  Banana 
Avenue,  Fontana. 
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Just  up  the  road  a  few  miles  we  past  the 
General  Patton  museum.   I  got  four  battle  stars  working  for 
that  guy  in  World  War  II.   I  guess  he  got  pretty  familiar 
with  the  territory  around  here. 

All  my  life  I  have  been  "an  against  nick."  In 
fact  on  this  trip  coming  out  here  from  Fontana  —  and  yes,  I 
did  attend  that  dinner  August  1st  that  the  first  gentleman 
mentioned. 

On  the  trip  out  here  we  passed  in  Fontana 
along  the  freeway,  we  passed  the  cutting  of  Eucalyptus  trees 
to  make  way  for  billboards.  And  I  was  one  of  the  people, 
probably  the  most  outstanding  one  of  several,  fighting 
against  that.   In  fact  in  last  week's  Fontana  paper,  I  have 
an  article  condemning  it.  Likewise,  condemning  the  Southern 
Pacific  Railroad  for  the  runaway  train  out  of  Cajon  Pass  two 
years  ago  that  killed  people  in  San  Bernardino  because  it 
was  overloaded,  an  likewise  the  railroad  spills  in  Northern 
California  that  poisoned  45  miles  of  the  Sacramento  River, 
and  also  the  one  that  closed  Highway  101  in  Ventura  for  10 
days. 

I  am  quite  experienced  as  an  against  nick. 
And  likewise,  for  the  25  years  I  worked  in  the  steel  mill,  I 
can  tell  you  that  the  supervisors  that  I  had,  had  a  rough 
time  from  me. 

I  lived  close  enough  to  the  steel  mill  that  I 
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21 
could  hear  the  whistle  blowing  for  the  electrician- 
maintenance  foreman  in  the  east  area.  And  I  remember  all 
the  complaints  about  pollution  that  the  mill  was  supposed  to 
create,  and  all  the  fines  that  the  mill  had  to  pay. 

Now,  here  I  am  saying  where  are  you  going  to 
put  the  trash?  It  is  going  to  go  somewhere.  Okay.  How  are 
we  going  to  handle  that  situation.  Well,  it  just  so  happens 
that  in  the  last  half  a  dozen  years,  all  the  acreage  in  the 
neighborhood  where  I  live,  has  begun  to  be  occupied. 

It  use  to  be  that  when  a  car  drove  by  on  my 
street  30  years  ago,  you  would  notice  it.  Now  you  don't 
because  there  is  so  much  traffic;  there  are  so  many  people. 
And  those  who  came  in  and  moved  in,  when  I  complained  about 
this,  they  said  you  can't  stop  progress. 

Unfortunately  things  do  change.  That  is  one 
thing  that  is  constant  —  change. 

I  suppose  if  I  lived  here,  I  would  be  on  that 
side  of  the  aisle.   That  would  be  my  natural  reaction.   I 
know  that  that  trash  is  going  to  come  somewhere,  and  I  don't 
want  it  in  my  backyard  either,  but  it  is  going  to  go 
somewhere. 

If  you  recall,  there  were  barges  floating 
around  in  the  Atlantic  ocean  with  trash  for  months  trying  to 
find  a  home.  Well,  I  wish  we  didn't  have  to  be  here.   I 
wish  that  mill  were  still  running  and  I  could  work,  and  that 
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Eagle  Mountain  were  still  being  mined.  That's  what  I  wish. 
We  wouldn't  have  to  be  here  now.   There  would  be  no 
question. 

But  to  object  to  filling  the  hole  up,  this  I 
don't  understand.  Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Ronald  Starling? 
RONALD  STARLING 

MR.  STARLING:   My  name  is  Ronald  Starling  — 
S-t-a-r-1-i-n-g.   I  live  at  5850  Avenue  1  Batiste, 
Riverside,  California  92509. 

I  didn't  come  prepared  tonight  to  even  speak, 
but  I  am  glad  I  am  here,  and  I've  got  a  few  things  to  say, 
and  it  is  not  technical,  it's  feelings. 

This  has  been  a  long  time  coming.   I  think 
that  the  people  that  are  here  in  opposition  tonight,  50 
years  ago  would  have  been  in  opposition  to  having  that  hole 
dug  in  the  first  place  —  and  I  might  have  been  one  of  them. 
But  it  is  there,  there  is  an  opportunity  to  correct  that, 
and  also  an  opportunity  to  help  the  people  throughout  the 
whole  Southern  California  area  eliminate  a  problem  that  is 
not  going  to  go  away. 

Some  of  the  people  here  tonight  are  experts, 
they  talk  about  figures  —  some  of  the  people  here  aren't 
experts  and  they  still  talk  about  figures.   That  is  why  I 
say  I  am  here  to  talk  feelings. 
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I  had  a  vision  on  the  way  in  here  tonight. 

2 

When  we  stopped  at  the  Palm  Valley  Country  Club,  I  remember 

3 

when  I  was  a  child  about  11  years  old,  we  drove  through  Palm 

4 

Springs  on  the  way  to  Coachella  Valley,   it  was  mainly 

5 

desert  wasteland  just  like  you  see  around  here  right  here. 

6 

It  may  be  still,  but  as  I  looked  out  the  Country  Club  window 

7 

and  seen  the  rolling  hills  of  green  and  the  water  and  what 

8 

can  be,  this  can  happen  in  this  area  as  well.  And  to  start, 

9 

you  have  to  fill  up  that  hole. 

10 

I  was  on  the  state  Park  and  Recreation  Board 

1 

11 

of  Directors  Association  —  in  fact  I  was  the  President  of 

12 

that  Association  for  several  years.   I  have  seen  numerous 

. 

13 

dump  sites  turned  into  park  sites  and  golf  courses.  Now, 

14 

you  or  I  or  the  rest  of  the  people  here  tonight,  they  won't 

15 

see  this,  but  maybe  our  grandchildren  or  our  children's 

16 

grandchildren  will.  And  it  is  something  that  has  got  to  be, 

17 

it  has  something  we  can't  get  away  from. 

18 

Thank  you. 

19 

MS.  WETZEL:  Hassil  Mitchell? 

16      20 

STATEMENT  OF  HASSIL  MITCHELL 

,-..-„■ 

>  ;■■::■ 

21 

MR.  MITCHELL:   I  may  be  a  little  off  on  what 

si; 
s; 

22 

I'm  going  to  say,  but  I  am  going  to  say  it. 

23 

My  name  is  Hassil  Mitchell  of  9032  Oleander 

24 

Avenue  in  Fontana.   I  worked  with  Kaiser  for  21  years. 

25 

My  pension  —  my  teeth  —  I  ain't  got  none  on 
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the  bottom  —  was  took  away.  When  I  retired,  I  was  the 

happiest  man  in  the  world  and  believed  my  pension  and  my 

wife's  pension  would  cover  us  for  the  rest  of  our  life  — 
it's  not  done. 

They  tell  me,  hearing  these  people  in  this 
room  here  tonight,  they  don't  tell  me  what  they  can  do  or 
they  want  to  do  —  I'm  mad.   They  took  my  pension  away,  my 
medical  is  no  good.   No  good  son-of-a-gun. 

I'll  tell  you  what.   Some  of  my  friends  —  I 
think  the  world  of  him  —  I  voted  for  him  and  he  did  good 
things  for  me  —  I  don't  see  him  —  I  looked  for  him  today 
and  I  couldn't  find  him  —  he  use  to  be  my  staff  commander. 
I'm  mad.   I'm  an  awful  mad  man. 

What  we  are  here  for  tonight,  I  guess,  but  I 
will  say  this,  my  —  went  up  from  $72  to  $98  for  my  —  I've 
got  to  pay  it  ~  I  can't. 

My  medicine,  I'm  on  medication.   I  didn't 
retire  —  the  doctor  made  me  retire  on  heart  and  lungs  and 
high  blood  pressure  and  arthritis. 

Somebody  is  in  trouble  besides  me  —  and  don't 

think  it  affects  it  a  lot.  And  somebody  —  a  lot  of  people 

are  in  trouble  and  now  you  are  going  to  find  out. 

Thank  you  and  God  bless  you;  I  threaten 
nobody. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Howard  Peever? 
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STATEMENT  OF  HOWARD  PEEVER 
MR.  PEEVER:  Kind  of  surprised  me.   I'm  an  old 
18  year  veteran  of  Eagle  Mountain.   Nobody  dragged  me  here. 
I  came  by  myself  in  my  Toyota  pickup.   I  wanted  to  learn  and 
I  wanted  to  listen  and  hear  what  was  to  be  said. 

I  was  with  Eagle  Mountain  18  years  beginning 
in  1964  with  Kaiser  engineers  and  Bechtel  Corporation  and 
eventually  Kaiser  Steel  Corporation,  and  guess  what  my  first 
job  on  the  property  was  —  disposal  of  waste  —  namely  the 
millions  of  tons  of  tailings  in  liquid  form  that  were  pumped 
out  into  the  five  tailings  ponds  just  up  here  to  the  right 
side  of  the  road  as  you  turn  the  corner. 

I  got  stirred  up  a  little  bit  when  I  heard  all 
the  nonsense  and  false  information  that  was  being 
distributed  in  the  newspapers.   Sometimes  I  guess  just 
ordinary  facts  don't  sell  much  newspapers,  but  one  of  the 
reporters  was  worrying  about  that  tremendous  mountain  of 
slag  up  there,  what  would  happen  if  there  was  an  earthquake. 
Well,  that  old  slag  pile  is  —  there  is  not  a  bit  of  slag  in 
it         it  is  just  plain  sand  and  gravel.  About  as  safe  as 
anything  you  can  imagine. 

Another  wanted  to  know  about  what  would  happen 
to  this  dangerous  strip  mine  up  here.   All  strip  mines  are 
dangerous  to  the  environment.  Of  course  there  is  no  strip 
mine  here. 
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26 
The  chief  thing  that  I  hear  spoken  of  here  of 
concern  is  the  ground  water.   For  17  years  I  was  actually 
doing  the  job  or  supervising  the  jobs  that  were  being  done 
regarding  the  disposal  of  millions  of  gallons  of  waste  into 
those  tailings  ponds . 

I  didn't  come  prepared  with  the  information 
that  my  friend  Jackie  Underwood  had,  and,  yes,  we  did  lose 
some  water  from  those  tailings  ponds  apart  from  evaporation. 
We  also  pumped  millions  of  reclaimed  water  back  into  the 
system  and  used  it  over  and  over  again.  But  we  are  talking 
about  water  and  liguid. 

We  sealed  those  tailings  ponds  with  the  mud 
that  were  separating  out  of  that  water  —  plain  old  mud  — 
several  feet  thick,  and  while  it  didn't  prevent  every  bit  of 
the  seepage,  as  far  as  we  know  —  I  know  there  was  some 
supposition  —  but  as  far  as  we  know  none  leaked  into  the 
water  system,  and  it  was  carefully  monitored  by  all  the 
government  agencies  daily. 

Now,  we  are  talking  about  solid  waste  —  not 
water.   The  east  pit  can  be  sealed  with  the  same  material 
that  we  used  probably  in  less  than  a  month  with  a  loader  and 
a  few  trucks,  and  I  don't  think  that  it  would  leak  anything 
into  the  groundwater  at  all  —  why  should  it,  it  didn't 
before? 

I  am  not  going  to  be  getting  anything  out  of 
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27 
this  whether  it  goes  one  way  or  the  other,   I  have  lost 
valuable  things  in  my  life  before  and  I  survived.  Certainly 
this  isn't  going  to  kill  me  if  this  thing  doesn't  go 
through;  I  am  not  really  that  worried  about  it. 

We  talk  about  the  trains  that  will  be  coming 
up  there.  We  shipped  three  trains  a  day  at  the  peak  of  our 
operation  with  100  cars  per  train,  and  probably  four  or  five 
engines  taking  them  down  through  the  Ferrum.   Five  trains  a 
day  will  use  less  than  half  of  those  locomotives.  We  had 
housing  for  400  people  up  here,  and  we  had  probably  1500 
employees  which  meant  that  we  had  400  at  least,  vehicles, 
commuting.   But  everybody  thought  they  would  die  when  Papa 
Kaiser  did.   I  am  not  too  sure  that  I  agree  with  trying  to 
prevent  the  resurrection.   Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Donald  Gottschalk? 

MR.  YOUNG:   Excuse  me.   I  would  like  to  make 
it  known  that  I  really  don't  think  my  167  shares  is  going  to 
make  me  any  money.   I  just  don't  want,  you  know,  — 
STATEMENT  OF  DONALD  GOTTSCHALK 

MR.  GOTTSCHALK:   I  am  Donald  Gottschalk,  and  I 
live  at  7042  Napa  in  Alta  Loma,  California,  and  I  was  a 
fireman  at  Kaiser  Steel  for  a  good  many  years. 

The  thing  I  wanted  to  say  is  that  when  they 
built  the  open  hearths  at  Kaiser  Steel,  we  had  environmental 
problems  and  so  on,  and  Kaiser  Steel  seen  that  they  put 
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precipitators  in  each  one  of  the  blast  furnaces  to  take  all 
the  harmful  things  out  of  the  air  when  they  released  the 
smoke,  and  this  was  before  thsy  had  an  environmental 
program,  this  is  before  they  had  a  smog  program,  and  I  don't 
think  Kaiser  Steel  would  start  something  out  here  that  would 
endanger  the  environment. 

That  is  about  all  I  have  to  say.  Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Andre  Tomatis? 
STATEMENT  OF  ANDRE  TOMATIS 

MR.  TOMATIS:   I  am  Andrew  Tomatis;  I  wasn't 
prepared,  but  I  have  a  few  statements  to  make. 

I  have  about  50  shares  and  I  am  not  going  to 
get  rich  on  this,  and  although  I  have  worked  for  38  and  a 
half  years. 

I  have  lived  in  San  Bernardino  and  Riverside 
County  over  60  years  —  I'm  64.   Small  kid  —  I  barely  moved 
in.   I  remember  this  area  when  Patton  was  around  and  this 
hole  in  the  ground  over  here,  the  people  seemed  to  feel  that 
because  they  are  going  to  put  solid  waste  is  going  to 
destroy  the  area. 

There  were  other  people  here  —  General  Patton 
was  here  —  he  left  a  lot  of  live  ammunition  during  about 
1942-43,  and  people  have  survived. 

I  am  not  going  to  —  we  will  get  something  out 
of  it,  I  hope  —  if  they  don't  come  through,  I  am  not  going 
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29 
to  die  because  I  had  worked  as  a  teacher  in  the  Fontana 
Unified  as  a  substitute,  and  I  also  worked  —  I  also  have 
rentals  —  and  I  get  something  from  the  Pension  Benefit 
Guarantee  Corporation. 

Just  trying  to  look  at  it  objectively,  and 
from  what  I  have  heard,  I  feel  that  the  people  here,  may 
think  they  have  something  to  fear,  but  I  don't  think  they 
have  but  fear  itself. 

President  Roosevelt  said  the  biggest  thing  we 
have  to  worry  about  is  fear  itself.  That  was  President 
Franklin  D.  Roosevelt. 

Anyway,  look  at  it  objectively.   I  feel  that 
the  area  if  it  continues,  is  filled  with  waste,  and  in  due 
time,  long  after  my  kids  and  grand  kids  and  great  grand 
kids,  some  day  perhaps  they  will  have  a  beautiful  park,  and 
I  think  that's  what  it  would  be. 

I  certainly  urge  the  people  to  support  this 
measure. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Donna  Charpied? 
STATEMENT  OF  DONNA  CHARPIED 

MS.  CHARPIED:   Hi.  I  am  Donna  Charpied  — 
C-h-a-r-p-i-e-d  —  P.O.  Box  321,  Desert  Center,  California. 

I  would  like  to  first  of  all  thank  you  all  for 
giving  me  this  opportunity  to  speak  in  front  of  you. 

First  of  all,  Mrs.  Larson,  our  Board  of 
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30 
Supervisors  said  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  meeting  in  June 
of  1989,  and  I  am  quoting  her,  "Any  written  concerns  must  by 
law,  be  addressed  in  the  Draft  EIR/S." 

My  husband  and  I  had  submitted  written 
concerns  at  the  Scoping  Sessions  in  1989,  and  a  few  items 
were  not  addressed.   I  am  really  hoping  that  these  hearings 
are  not  just  to  serve  to  appease  us,  and  that  these  will  be 
addressed. 

My  husband  and  I  will  be  resubmitting  in 
writing  before  the  deadline  the  areas  that  were  not 
addressed  in  the  draft,  plus  comments  on  areas  concerning 
the  draft  itself.  And  at  this  time  I  would  like  to  formally 
request  a  set  of  final  EIR  with  the  appendices  when  it  is 
complete,  to  verify  that  these  things  did  get  addressed. 

My  next  comment  concerns  the  Desert  Tortoise. 

The  proponents  argue  General  Patton's  army 
rolled  over  the  tortoise  and  nobody  seemed  to  be  too  worried 
about  them  then,  but  then  again  at  that  time  they  weren't  on 
the  endangered  species  list.  Who  knows,  maybe  Patton's  army 
led  to  them  being  on  that  list  right  now. 

In  those  days,  people  were  not  aware  of  the 
environment  and  the  fragile  ecosystems.  For  instance, 
farmers  would  broadcast  DDT  with  their  bare  hands  and  think 
nothing  of  it,  not  using  any  protective  equipment  at  all. 

I  make  this  point  to  illustrate  human  beings 

DID  REPORTING  SERVICE 
(714)  989-7096 


mmmmmmmmm 


DOCUMENT  0027 


i 


31 

1  learn  from  their  mistakes  instead  of  perpetuating  them  over 

2  and  over  again. 

21      3  The  tortoise  study  in  the  document  was  largely 

4  based  on  research  that  was  conducted  in  Clark  County  Nevada, 

5  not  Eagle  Mountain  or  Desert  Center,  which  brings  up  to  one 

6  of  my  previous  concerns  not  addressed  in  this  draft. 

7  Jean  Carr,  who  was  formerly  the  Director  of 

8  Marketing  Affairs  and  Public  Relations  for  MRC,  worked  for 

9  RECON  prior  —  RECON  who  wrote  this  document  —  worked  for 

10  RECON  prior  to  working  for  MRC. 

11  Jean  Carr  and  MRC  recommended  RECON  to  the  BLM 

12  to  prepare  this  document.  Of  particular  interest  also  is 

13  Mr.  Kaldenberg  from  the  federal  lead  agency,  the  BLM,  also 

14  once  had  worked  for  RECON.   I  can't  help  but  think  that  from 

15  the  very  beginning  we  have  been  dealing  with  a  stacked  deck 

16  here. 

17  Jean  Carr  is  now  working  for  RECON  again,  and 

18  did  the  desert  tortoise  study  in  Clark  County  that  is 

19  referred  to  in  the  draft  EIR/S.   I  do  not  think  Jean  could 

20  possibly  have  a  neutral  position  because  of  her  close  ties 

21  to  MRC. 

22  The  Desert  Pupfish  is  also  on  the  endangered 

23  species  list  that  can  be  affected  that  lives  in  the 

24  tributary  down  there  by  Salt  Creek.   This  species  is  near 

25  extinction,  according  to  Professor  Allan  Schoemherr  from 
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Fullerton  College.  When  there  is  a  rail  accident  in  that 
area  and  the  pupfish  is  destroyed,  the  mitigation  measures 
call  for  "the  nearest  suitable  genetic  strain  of  pupfish 
will  be  the  source  of  transplantation."  since  this  fish  is 
nearly  extinct,  where  is  this  suitable  genetic  material 
going  to  come  from,  I  ask? 

The  leaf  nosed  bat  roost  in  the  mine  tunnel 
there.   There  will  be  a  chimney  constructed  of  concrete 
sewer  pipes  to  permit  the  ingress  and  egress  of  these  bats. 
As  the  garbage  gets  higher,  the  proposal  says,  that  they 
will  build  this  chimney  higher  also. 

When  I  was  a  small  child  growing  up  in 
Pennsylvania  some  of  the  old  time  coal  miners  use  to  tell  me 
that  they  would  take  a  canary  into  the  mine  with  them,  and 
if  it  died  there  was  gas  in  there  and  they  would  get  out  of 
Dodge  guick. 

This  chimney  will  act  as  a  landfill  gas 
collection  pipe,  thus  it  seems  the  mitigation  measures  will 
serve  simply  to  kill  them  off. 

I  quote  from  the  draft  EIR:  "Although  sheep 
may  continue  to  use  a  disturbed  area,  the  level  of  stress 
they  endure,  which  could  affect  their  susceptibility  to 
disease  or  decreased  reproductive  success,  is  not  known." 

Since  this  is  unknown,  stating  impacts  to  the 
Bighorn  Sheep  will  be  reduced  below  a  level  of  significance, 
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3  3 
is  at  best  a  hypothesis,  and  not  a  fact. 

It  also  states  in  the  document  ravens  will  not 
be  attracted  to  this  dump  because  they  will  cover  the  trash 
daily.  According  to  the  Draft  Raven  Management  Plan  of 
April  1990  by  the  BLM  on  page  9,  even  dumps  with  a  daily 
cover  have  a  large  number  of  birds.   Thus,  that  mitigation 
measure  is  moot,  and  another  method  must  be  studied. 

This  project  is  suppose  to  boost  employment  in 
our  community.  There  is  an  established  industry  right  now 
in  Eagle  Mountain,  the  MTC  Return  to  Custody  Facility.   This 
already  established,  well  functioning  industry  stands  to 
lose  up  to  50  percent  of  their  employees  with  MRC's  false 
promises  of  high  pay  garbage  men  jobs.  More  consideration 
to  MTC  with  regards  to  employee  loses  should  be  fully 
studied. 

An  integral  part  of  this  project  is  one  of 
recycling.  AB939  states  25  percent  reduction  of  waste  by 
1995  and  a  50  percent  reduction  of  waste  by  2000.  There  are 
no  provisions  prohibiting  any  city  or  county  from  exceeding 
these  goals.  A  100  year  dump  will  remove  any  incentive  to 
reduce  this  waste  stream.   Furthermore,  MRC  has  stated  if 
the  market  is  such,  there  is  no  money  in  railing  the 
recyclables  back  to  the  city  ,  they  will  dump  them  in  the 
pit.   So  much  for  waving  the  recycling  banner. 

Southern  California  Association  of  Governments 
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3  4 
wrote  a  feasibility  study  on  hauling  solid  waste  by  railroad 
to  remote  areas. 

Charles  Tobin  conducted  a  feasibility  study  of 
the  disposal  of  solid  waste  at  Eagle  Mountain,  and  I  quote: 
"At  15,000  tons  per  day,  250  operating  days  a  year,  the 
Eagle  Mountain  landfills  would  last  approximately  40  years." 

Mr.  Tobin  is  referring  to  three  pits  —  not 
one.  The  Draft  EIR/S  states  the  East  Pit  alone  has  a 
projected  life  span  of  100  years. 

HEARING  OFFICER:   Donna,  it  is  time. 

Do  you  want  to  conclude  real  quickly? 

MS.  CHARPIED:   I  would  like  to  finish,  please. 

HEARING  OFFICER:   Okay.  Then  we  will  call  you 
back. 

MS.  CHARPIED:   I  just  have  two  more  paragraphs 
to  read.   Please  let  me  finish. 

HEARING  OFFICER:  Go  ahead  and  finish. 

MS.  CHARPIED:   Thank  you  very  much.   I 
appreciate  that. 

The  Draft  EIR/S  states  the  East  Pit  alone  has 
a  projected  life  span  of  100  years.   If  the  County  of 
Riverside  is  basing  financial  projections  over  the  100  year 
period,  the  bookkeeper  will  be  sorely  disappointed.   Plus, 
Los  Angeles  really  would  not  have  the  extended  easy  out  of 
their  trash  crisis  as  they  think.   Since  we  have  two 
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29     1  scientific  feasibility  studies  stating  different  results,  I 

2  feel  a  third  neutral  party  should  determine  exactly  what  the 

3  longevity  of  this  proposal  really  is. 

4  i  cannot  help  at  this  moment  but  to  think  of  a 

5  statement  a  friend  of  mine,  Mr.  Ragsdale  sarcastically  said 

6  one  day,  he  says  "I'll  put  an  ad  in  the  Wall  street  Journal 

7  saying  'Come  to  Riverside  County,  home  of  the  world's 

8  largest  dump.'"  Sounds  like  guite  a  tourist  attraction  to 

9  me. 

10  I  think  Riverside  County  and  the  desert  in 

11  Eastern  Riverside  County  deserves  more  dignity  than  that. 

12  Kaiser  Steel  made  a  big  sore  on  the  Earth,  and  now  they  want 

13  to  fill  it  with  infectious  material,  and  let  it  fester  for 

14  eternity,  degrading  the  air,  water  and  our  guality  of  life. 

15  This  proposal  is  profoundly  ludicrous,  and 

16  rife  with  negative  conseguencss,  and  I  strongly  urge  the  BLM 

17  to  reject  it. 

18  Thank  you  for  letting  me  say  that. 

19  MS.  WETZEL:   William  Gray? 

20  MR.  GRAY:  No,  ma'am,  I  didn't  mark  that;  I 

21  just  wrote  it  on. 

22  MS.  WETZEL:  Well,  you  checked  the  box.  Okay. 

23  victor  Schemari? 

24  MR.  GRAY:  He  didn't  mark  his  either. 

25  MS.  WETZEL:   Yes,  he  did. 
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35 
Duane  Johnson? 

STATEMENT  OF  PIIAWf  .Tmpjgnw 
MR.  JOHNSON:  My  name  is  Duane  Johnson.   I 
live  in  Eagle  Mountain.  My  mailing  address  is  P.O.  Box  99 
in  Desert  Center,  California. 

One  of  the  things  that  I  would  like  to  address 
off  the  top  of  this  is  that  the  employee  pool  for  MTC  as  far 
as  the  Eagle  Mountain/Desert  Center  area  has  been  exhausted 
and  they  are  hiring  all  of  their  people  from  out  of  town 
now,  what  is  MRC  going  to  have  to  do  when  it  comes  to  their 
hiring  of  supposed  local  people  that  don't  exist  other  than 
those  that  work  at  MTC  right  now? 

The  other  one  is  I  overheard  a  conversation 
last  month  between  the  surveyors  down  at  the  Desert  Center 
Cafe,  and  they  were  laughing  and  joking  about  the  flood 
control  plan  up  here  at  the  mine  for  MRC.  And  one  of  the 
comments  they  made,  if  they  dug  a  ditch  100  feet  deep  down 
the  side  of  the  mountain,  if  they  got  the  right  rain  storm 
up  there,  they  couldn't  control  the  flooding  that  would  go 
in  the  pit. 

I  can't  prove  that,  but  their  report, 
according  to  what  I  understood  and  what  they  were  saying  at 
the  table,  was  written  and  turned  in,  that  it  was  a  bad 
deal.  As  far  as  flood  control  goes,  there  is  no  flood 
control  up  there,  and  no  reasonable  way  to  achieve  it. 
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One  of  the  other  things  that  I  wanted  to  say 
is  —  I  am  trying  to  get  myself  going  for  five  minutes  —  I 
can't  make  it  —  I've  done  a  lot  of  looking  into  this,  and 
as  one  of  the  things  I  understand  BLM  is  looking  for  is 
alternative  measures. 

Now,  one  gentleman  already  mentioned  New  York. 
New  York  City's  Sanitation  Division  has  just  adopted  in  the 
last  year,  a  deal  where  they  are  going  to  spend  30  million 
or  30  billion  —  now,  I  am  sorry,  I  know  it  is  a  big 
difference,  but  I  don't  know  which  it  is  —  I  assume  billion 
—  building  a  new  sewer  and  trash  collection  point,  and  they 
are  going  to  take  care  of  all  of  their  garbage  themselves 
including  their  solid  waste.  And  part  of  this  includes  a 
solid  waste  treatment  plant  that  is  going  to  compost  all 
their  solid  waste  and  turn  it  into  fertilizer  and  be  sold  to 
the  state,  cities  and  county  governments  in  that  state  and 
any  other  state  that  is  interested. 

The  same  plan  is  also  in  effect  right  now  in 
Washington  state.  They  are  composting  their  old  landfills 
of  the  solid  waste  and  bringing  it  up  to  fertilizer  specs 
and  turning  it  in  to  the  ability  that  the  state  or  the 
county  or  the  city  can  go  ahead  and  use  it  as  fertilizer 
instead  of  the  millions  of  dollars  that  they  spend  each  year 
going  out  and  buying  outside  fertilizer  from  places  like 
Kaiser  Chemicals. 
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The  other  one  is  —  I  have  the  book  here  —  I 
really  don't  want  to  let  it  go,  but  this  is  L.A.'s  absolute 
cure  for  their  problem,  it  is  called  "Collier  County, 
Florida's  Solid  Waste  Department." 

Collier  County  Florida,  the  county  supervisors 
down  there  is  what  we  call  thsm,  went  together  and  got  the 
mining  rights  to  the  landfill  for,  I  believe,  it  is  Napa 
County,  it  is  the  largest  landfill  in  Southern  Florida,  and 
they  are  now  mining  that  landfill  for  the  recyclables,  and 
they  are  reclaiming  40  percent  of  the  landfill  just  from  the 
recyclables.  Not  only  that,  but  they  are  re-mining  the 
solid  waste  and  composting  it  and  selling  it  as  fertilizer. 

This  is  a  done  deal.   I  have  the  material 
here.   I  also  have  a  letter  which  I  will  give  you  the 
letter.   I  would  like  to  hang  on  to  my  books  unless  you  can 
guarantee  me  some  way  of  copying  the  books  and  returning 
them  to  me. 

This  would  end  any  arguments  because  for  a  few 
million  dollars,  every  landfill  in  L.A.  County  could  be 
going  ahead  with  what  is  in  this  book  and  be  doing  their  own 
thing.   They  are  making  money  for  the  county  down  there;  the 
county  board  of  supervisors  on  their  own  as  an  experimental 
deal  getting  the  mining  rights  is  making  money,  and  the 
state  and  the  counties  are  saving  money  to  allow  the 
landfill  to  be  reused.  The  economics  of  the  situation  they 
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are  using  of  a  secondary  recycler,  they  are  not  dealing 
directly  with  the  recycler,  they  are  using  a  secondary 
recycler  when  they  are  selling  off  their  aluminum  cans  and 
stuff.   It  is  quite  a  fascinating  thing.  And  it  is 
something  that  could  be  done  very  easy  with  very  little 
money,  and  if  MRC  and  Kaiser  want  to  get  into  something,  let 
them  get  into  mining  the  landfills.  Leave  this  pit  alone. 

If  it  is  true,  and  I  believe  it  is,  the  Mining 
Act  of  1974  says  that  Kaiser  has  to  fill  that  pit.   Well,  it 
is  going  to  cost  them  money  if  they've  got  to  take  all  those 
leach  beds  and  put  them  back  in  that  pit,  and  that  is  why 
they  want  to  put  L.A. 's  garbage  down  here. 

I  have  a  letter  from  the  Metropolitan  Water 
Department  dated  1988  which  is  a  little  more  current  than 
the  one  that  Mr.  Underwood  had,  and  it  says  that  there  are 
nine  million,  one  hundred  thousand  acre  feet  of  water  in  the 
aquifer  under  the  floor  of  this  Valley.   And  that  they  did 
a  water  study  to  use  the  pit  in  question,  as  a  reservoir  for 
keeping  extra  water  in  besides  the  American  Canal.  And  that 
their  study  showed  that  the  bottom  of  that  pit  was  ferrous 
and  fractured  and  that  they  were  unable  to  contain  water  in 
it,  not  only  that,  but  they  had  a  problem  with  seepage  of 
ground  water  back  into  the  pit  from  the  aquifer. 

I  can  produce  those  letters  if  you  would  like 
me  to.  All  I  have  is  photocopies .  Tigue  Rorque  has  the 
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originals.  One  letter  was  written  by  his  wife  to  MWD  in 
response  to  MWD's  letter  back  to  her. 

I  am  53  years  old  standing  up  here  without  a 
job,  and  I  am  not  looking  for  one,  I  can't  be  hired  by 
anybody.  And  I  have  no  financial  stake  in  this  thing  at  all 
except  environmentally  we've  got  to  stop  what  we  are  doing. 
You  have  to  stop,  I  have  to  stop,  all  of  you  have  to  stop. 
In  World  War  II,  the  landfills  back  where  I 
came  from  in  the  midwest,  the  owners  of  them  went  bankrupt 
because  there  was  nothing  to  put  in  the  landfills  except 
solid  waste.  There  was  nothing  to  recycle.   There  weren't 
any  tires,  there  weren't  any  batteries,  there  weren't  any 
cans,  there  weren't  any  bottles.   Paper  products,  sacks, 
newspapers,  magazines,  everything  was  recycled  —  and  it  has 
got  to  start  again. 

HEARING  OFFICER:   Mr.  Johnson,  that  is  your 
time.  Why  don't  you  bring  it  up  at  the  end  of  the  session? 
MR.  JOHNSON:  All  right.  There  was  one  other 
thing  I  wanted  to  make  clear  if  I  can  —  just  give  me 
another  minute,  please. 

This  area  to  a  lot  of  people,  and  you  are 
looking  at  a  guy  that  has  been  stationed  out  here  since 
1954,  I  drove  through  here  just  as  fast  as  I  could  to  get 
out  of  here.   It's  a  dump.   It's  a  miserable  sand  pit.  That 
is  how  I  use  to  look  at  it. 
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I  have  lived  out  here  for  three  and  a  half 
years  now  —  my  wife  was  raised  out  here;  first  graduating 
class  of  Eagle  Mountain  —  and  over  the  years,  I  guess  maybe 
you  get  a  little  smarter  and  you  see  things  in  a  little 
different  light,  but  this  is  a  pristine  area,  and  I  think  it 
should  be  maintained  as  a  pristine  area.  Maybe  for  my  kids, 
maybe  for  your  kids,  maybe  for  our  grand  kids,  but  it  should 
be  left  alone,  and  20-30  years  from  now  this  may  look  like 
Palm  Springs  or  Palm  Desert.   It  is  very  possible,  and  it  is 
not  that  far  from  the  truth  with  the  river  traffic  that  we 
have  coming  through  here. 

I  would  like  to  thank  you. 
HEARING  OFFICER:   Thank  you. 
MS.  WETZEL:   Stsven  Smiley? 

STATEMENT  OF  STEVEN  SMILEY 
MR.  SMILEY:   Hi.   My  name  is  Steven  Smiley  — 
S-m-i-1-e-y.   I  live  at  26660  Greenvale  Way,  Desert  Center, 
California. 

I  have  lived  out  here  for  about  10  years  now, 
and  have  been  involved  with  farming  in  this  Valley,  so  I 
have  perhaps  a  direct  concern  with  what  is  going  on  at  the 
mine,  and  the  possible  conseguences  of  the  water  because  my 
livelihood  could  very  well  depend  on  it. 

what  I  would  like  to  discuss  and  cover 
primarily  is  the  effect  of  surface  run  off  and  flooding,  and 
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the  possible  consequences  of  that  into  the  landfill  area. 
And  this  is  recognized  as  being  a  significant  problem  in  the 
EIR  and  in  the  EIS,  and  it  is  being  given  proposed 
mitigation  treatments. 

I  think  it  is  unrealistic  to  —  I  think  they 
have  simplified  the  whole  process  of  looking  at  a  problem  or 
possible  problem  in  the  EIR,  proposing  various  mitigation 
measures,  and  then  seeming  to  make  an  assumption  that  simply 
because  those  measures  have  been  proposed,  and  various 
designs  for  them  mentioned,  that  they  are  going  to  be 
effective. 

There  is  a  human  element;  there  is  a  design 
element.   For  example,  in  the  perimeter  drainage  canals  that 
are  supposed  to  keep  warer  out  of  the  landfill  area,  is  an 
engineering  problem  and  there  are  certain  designs  for  that, 
but  anybody  who  has  lived  here  for  a  while,  for  a  few 
summers,  have  seen  the  kind  of  storms  that  can  generate  up 
in  the  mountains  around  here,  and  a  tremendous  power  can  be 
unleashed  with  those  flash  floods  coming  down  the  arroyos. 

I  myself  am  very  skeptical  about  some 
diversionary  dikes  and  berms  and  channels  to  contain  that 
water  and  keep  it  out  of  the  pit.   So  I  think  it  is  a  very 
real  possibility  at  som3  point  that  there  is  going  to  be  a 
large  amount  of  water  winding  up  inside  the  landfill  area 
itself.  And  that  water  is  not  going  to  remain  on  the 
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surface  for  very  long;  it  is  not  going  to  be  able  to  be 
pumped  out  of  there,  and  it  is  going  to  percolate  into  the 
landfill  material  itself.  We  are  talking  potentially 
several  hundred  acre  feet  of  water  in  a  single  incident  if 
there  is  a  failure  in  some  of  the  drainage  canals. 

So  once  this  water  is  in  the  landfill, 
material  itself,  it  essentially  becomes  leachated,  it  picks 
up  the  solubles,  the  dissolved  solids,  and  fine  suspended 
material  and  works  it  way  down  into  the  bottom  of  the 
landfill  area  which  is  basically  a  sealed  bathtub  — 
hopefully  sealed  —  and  creates  a  pool  in  the  bottom  of  this 
bathtub. 

Theoretically  the  leachate  system  is  supposed 
to  pick  it  up,  collect  it  and  transport  it  to  a  disposal  or 
treatment  site.   However,  I  have  doubts  that  the  leachate 
collection  system  is  going  to  be  effective  in  handling  these 
guantities  of  water.   I  think  the  leachate  system  as 
designed  is  not  meant  to  handle  the  vast  guantities  of  water 
that  can  potentially  wind  up  inside  the  landfill  area. 

But  aside  from  that,  in  the  specific  plan,  I 
see  that  there  are  certain  weaknesses  in  the  whole  process 
of  trying  to  keep  water  out  of  the  pit  —  run  off  water  out 
of  the  pit.   For  example,  the  plan  states  that  the  drainage 
system  is  going  to  be  constructed  in  phases,  and  that  to  me 
means  that  the  project  could  go  into  effect  without  an 
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adequate  drainage  system  even  being  attempted  to  be  put  in 
place.  And  a  drainage  system  of  this  nature  cannot  be  made 
piecemeal.   You  can't  start  at  one  end  and  say  we  are  going 
to  start  filling  this  area  with  material  first,  and  so  we 
will  create  diversions  here,   it  doesn't  work  that  way  up  in 
the  mountains,  and  the  water,  you  have  to  consider,  the 
whole  watershed  and  the  effect  of  a  lot  of  water  coming  off 
the  mountains  in  a  short  period  of  time. 

So  at  the  very  minimum  I  would  like  to  see  a 
requirement  that  the  entire  perimeter  of  the  landfill  site 
be  set  up  with  adequate  drainage  facilities. 

And  then  another  technical  question  that  they 
brought  up  in  the  plan  is  that  they  say  the  canals  will  be 
lined,  but  they  don't  say  what  it  will  be  lined  with.   Is  it 
concrete,  is  it  clay,  is  it  plastic?  Whatever  it  is,  it  is 
going  to  be  subject  to  a  lot  of  erosion  and  it  is  going  to 
require  constant  maintenance. 

In  closing  I  would  like  to  address  just  basic 
mentality  of  having  a  landfill  of  this  scope.  All  I  think 
it  is  sending  is  a  message  to  our  society  that  we  do  not 
have  to  begin  controlling  our  production  of  waste.   If  it  is 
giving  us  100  years,  or  giving  the  cities  100  years  more 
time  period  in  which  to  be  careless  with  their  waste 
production,  people  will  do  that,  and  I  think  it  sends  the 
wrong  signal. 
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MS.  WETZEL:   Craig  Whart? 

MR.  WHART:   I  pass. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Charles  Hull? 

STATEMENT  OF  CHARLES  HULL 

MR.  HULL:   Good  evening.   My  name  is  Charles 
Hull,  440  South  Main  Street,  Blythe,  California, 
representing  the  City  of  Blythe  this  evening. 

There  is  an  old  axiom  in  life  that  you  can 
never  say  never. 

Your  liner,  whatever  that  state  of  the  art 
material  may  be,  may  or  may  not  be  the  forever  answer  to  any 
landfill  project. 

If  God  so  decides  —  whatever  you  put  in  there 
—  it  could  be  gone  instantly.   One  good  earthguake  and  it 
is  all  over  with. 

My  main  concern  since  we  are  a  purveyor  of 
water  to  2400  services  within  the  city,  is  that  the  ground 
water  basin  that  is  in  excess  of  seven  million  acre  cubic 
feet  in  the  Chuckwalla  Valley,  it  is  hydraulically  connected 
to  the  aguifer  that  we  draw  from. 

Something  to  be  considered  also  is  that  the 
state  has  made  a  huge  investment  in  a  piece  of  land  30  miles 
east  of  here.  Their  thoughts  and  concerns  should  be 
addressed  as  well.  They  also  draw  from  the  same 
hydraulically  connected  aguifer. 
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There  is  roughly  478  vertical  feet  in  drop  in 
the  ground  water  gradient  from  the  east  pit  to  the  lower  end 
of  our  valley.   The  soil  transporosity  in  the  hydrocarbon 
example  that  we  all  have  service  stations  that  are  leaking 
in  various  areas  of  the  world  now,  if  you  consider  the 
migration  of  those  hydrocarbons  and  what  could  leach  from 
that  pit  up  there,  and  time  not  being  a  factor  because  as  it 
has  been  pointed  out  time  and  again  this  evening,  this  could 
last  forever,  and  what  you  put  in  that  pit  will  last 
forever. 

There  is  no  such  thing  as  a  perfectly  clean 
waste  stream.  A  guy  cleaning  out  the  garage  —  and  again 
you  are  dealing  with  a  population  that  makes  this  a  very 
significant  factor  —  could  throw  anything  in  that  waste 
stream.   If  it  hits  that  waste  stream,  it  certainly  could 
hit  the  ground  water.   If  it  hits  the  ground  water,  my 
great,  great,  great  and  your  great,  great,  great 
grandchildren  could  be  drinking  it  down  stream.  Not  only  in 
this  one,  in  this  valley,  but  east  of  here. 

Another  consideration  is  long  term  traffic 
impacts  on  Interstate  ID.  Right  now  you  can  hardly  stay  in 
the  right  hand  lane  as  you  go  in  either  direction  —  east  or 
west.  An  additional  200  trucks  a  day  in  both  directions  is 
going  to  significantly  impact  the  maintenance  factor  out 
there.   Who  is  paying  for  that? 
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One  other  factor  is  that  I  don't  live  here  and 
I  am  not  familiar  with  the  prevailing  wind  patterns,  but  I 
would  certainly  consider  if  I  did  live  here,  that  the  smoke 
from  a  long  burning  fire  and  vectors  that  can  be  generated, 
the  flies  and  mosguitoes  and  the  smell,  could  wind  up 
swirling  in  this  basin,  this  valley  here. 

I  am  not  sure  that  I  would  want  to  experience 
that. 

Assembly  3ill  939  is  a  state  mandated 
recycling  piece  of  legislation  that  hasn't  even  been  given  a 
chance  yet.   There  are  some  vsry  ambitious  goals  in  that 
legislation  that  will  curtail  the  waste  stream  as  it  stands 
today,  to  50  percent  in  another  10  years. 

Well,  if  you  are  dealing  with  16,000  tons  a 
day,  you  could  be  dealing  with  8,000  tons  a  day.  And  then 
the  money  that  is  being  considered  in  the  expansion  and  the 
project  up  on  the  hill,  it  could  be  directed  toward 
incineration  or  another  means  of  expanding  existing 
landfills  and  keeping  the  matarial  that  they've  got  proposed 
up  there,  back  over  there. 

Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Doris  Morgan? 

STATEMENT  OF  DORIS  MORGAN 

MS.  MORGAN:   My  name  is  Doris  Morgan  —  M-o-r- 
g-a-n.   220  North  Spring  Street,  Blythe,  California  92225. 
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I  address  some  of  the  same  concerns  that 
Charles  Hull  addressed.  He  failed  to  mention  one  thing  that 
concerns  me  gravely,  and  that  is  the  lack  on  the  part  of  the 
EIR  that  did  not  adeguately  address  the  impacts  that  those 
additional  200  trucks  or  400  trips  would  make  on  the  safety 
on  our  highway,   it  is  congested.  We  feel  that  it  should  be 
addressed  more  thoroughly  than  it  is,  as  well  as  the  air 
quality  that  those  trucks  will  create. 

As  you  all  know,  this  area  which  includes  our 
area  and  Blythe,  is  under  the  under  the  management  of  the 
South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District.   They  have 
impacted  with  very  serious  rules  that  they  apply  to  Los 
Angeles.  At  this  point  we  don't  have  the  quality  of  poor 
air  that  is  in  Los  Angeles,  and  this  EIR  does  not  address 
how  it  will  impact  our  air  under  the  South  Coast  rules  and 
regulations. 

We  are  attempting  to  perhaps  get  some 
exemptions  from  their  stringent  rules,  but  I  feel  this  would 
negate  that  if  we  have  that  additional  impact.   The  other  is 
that  are  those  containers  going  to  create  a  safety  hazard 
should  there  be  an  accident  on  the  freeway. 
Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Ed  Howard? 
MR.  HOWARD:   I  pass. 
MS.  WETZEL:   Shirley  Boylan? 
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STATEMENT  OF  SHIRLEY  BOYLAN 

MS.  BOYLAN:  Hi.   My  name  is  Shirley  Boylan.   I 
live  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  Pumping  Plant.  My  address  is 
Post  Office  Box  107,  Desert  Center. 

As  is  stated  on  the  bumper  sticker  regarding 
this  landfill,  the  decisions  made  about  this  project  must  be 
based  on  facts.  Unfortunately,  the  EIR  does  not  contain  all 
the  necessary  information. 

On  page  25  it  states  that  the  Eagle  Mountain 
Road  is  going  to  be  doubled  in  width,  but  will  remain  a  two- 
lane  road.   There  is  no  discussion  of  it  impacting  any 
traffic  on  that  road.  There  are  42  registered  vehicles  and 
35  licensed  drivers  at  this  point  that  live  at  the  pumping 
plant  and  drive  in  and  out  that  road  every  day  at  least  once 
a  day.  With  one  truck  every  four  minutes,  the  truck  traffic 
on  our  road  is  going  to  have  a  significant  impact  on  our 
quality  of  life. 

They  also  don't  take  into  consideration  any  of 
MWD's  company  trucks  and  employees  that  will  be  delayed  and 
cost  the  company  money  for  their  time. 

On  page  365  they  claim  that  a  stop  sign  at 
Kaiser  Road  and  Eagle  Mountain  Road  extension  will  not 
affect  traffic  on  Kaiser  Road.  However,  as  I  understand  it 
from  the  EIR,  if  they  put  a  two-way  stop  sign  in,  it  is  the 
traffic  on  Kaiser  that  is  going  to  be  delayed  waiting  on  the 
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50 
trucks . 

Not  only  will  this  affect  the  people  who  live 

at  Eagle  Mountain,  it  will  affect  our  school  buses. 

My  daughter  is  in  high  school  and  she  catches 

the  bus  at  5:30  in  the  morning.   How  much  earlier  is  she 

going  to  have  to  get  up  to  wait  on  these  trucks? 

Page  352  states  as  a  carrier  of  hazardous 

materials,  the  Southern  Pacific  Rail  Company  is  reguired  by 

state  law  to  have  contingency  plans  in  place  to  respond  to 

spills  or  accidents.  This  doesn't  give  me  a  whole  lot  of 

confidence  because  we  have  all  seen  how  well  Southern 

Pacific  complies  with  the  regulations.   Example,  the  toxic 

spill  into  the  Sacramento  River  and  the  closure  of  Highway 

101  which  were  only  two  weeks  apart. 

Personally,  I  think  200  trucks  a  day  will  be 

more  than  enough  to  have  to  deal  with,  but  on  page  353  it  is 

stated  in  the  event  that  rail  movement  of  filled  containers 

is  delayed  beyond  the  period  permitted,  the  containers  could 

be  shifted  from  rail  transport  to  truck  transport.  This 

will  create  an  additional  650  or  more  trucks  per  day. 

There  is  no  contingency  plan  for  handling  this 

additional  truck  traffic  if  this  occurs. 

Pages  345,  377  and  514  talk  about  propagation, 

harborage  and  attraction  of  flies,  rodents  and  other 

vectors,  dust  and  wind  blown  debris.  Are  they  going  to  hire 
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51 
people  to  come  clean  the  trash  up  out  of  my  yard  when  the 
wind  blows  it  over  there  every  afternoon?  It  is  not  that 
far  apart. 

The  daily  traffic  volume  related  to  traffic 
other  than  the  trucks  delivering  refuse  to  the  site,  would 
be  slightly  less  than  500  total  daily  trips.  That  is  also  a 
quote  from  the  EIR.   This  will  include  employees,  delivery 
truck  service,  trucks,  et  cetera. 

Where  are  these  vehicles  coming  from,  and  what 
roads  are  they  going  to  use?  That  is  not  addressed.  Most 
of  them  —  common  sense  would  tell  us  —  will  be  traveling 
up  and  down  Kaiser  Road.  The  rest  of  them  are  obviously 
going  to  have  to  be  on  Eagle  Mountain  road,  and  when  the 
wind  closes  Interstate  10,  where  are  all  these  trucks  coming 
up  the  hill  go  to  sit  with  their  loads  of  trash,  and  how  is 
MRC  going  to  handle  the  subsequent  influx  of  all  of  the 
trucks  arriving  at  the  same  time  because  they  have  all  left 
Indio  at  the  same  time? 

I  understand  that  when  Kaiser  was  running 
their  two  trains  per  day,  the  noise  was  significant  at  both 
the  pumping  plant  and  the  school.   The  EIR  seems  more 
concerned  about  the  effect  of  noise  on  the  inmates  than  our 
residents  or  our  students.  The  railroad  tracks  are  only 
going  to  be  2,000  feet  from  the  classrooms.  That  has  got  to 
cause  disturbance  in  the  classrooms. 
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Another  thing  that  they  state  in  the  EIR  is 
that  the  lights  from  the  handling  yard  up  there  will  affect 
our  night  vision  out  here.   It  has  probably  been  30  years 
since  I  have  lived  anywhere  where  I  could  look  out  my  back 
door  and  see  the  Milky  Way.   I  don't  want  to  lose  that., 
That's  why  I  live  here. 

I  was  horrified  to  hear  Mr.  Whatley  say  you 
could  smell  the  Fontana  landfill  from  his  house  10  miles 
away.   I  am  only  about  two  miles  from  this  one,  and  they 
want  to  make  this  one  the  world's  largest  landfill. 

In  response  to  Mr.  Stevenson,  there  is  a 
garbage  problem  —  it  is  in  L.A.,  not  Desert  Center. 

My  favorite  quote  from  this  entire  EIR  is  the 
one  on  page  439  which  states  the  MWD,  Colorado  River 
Aqueduct  and  Pumping  station,  are  not  expected  to  be 
adversely  impacted  by  the  project. 

This  may  be  true  with  regard  to  canal  water, 
however,  the  quality  of  life  of  the  pumping  plant  residents 
will  be  severely  impacted. 

I  would  like  to  know  why  the  residents  of  the 
pumping  plant  have  not  been  addressed  in  this  EIR.  They 
barely  even  admit  that  there  is  anyone  living  there,  and 
there  was  a  comment  made  last  night  to  my  husband  at  the 
hearing  in  Palm  Desert,  that  they  didn't  know  there  were 
people  living  up  there.   They  wondered  where  all  the  traffic 
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1  came  from  on  that  road  when  they  counted  the  traffic. 

58  2  What  about  when  the  medflies  are  brought  out 

3  here  on  one  of  these  loads  of  trash?  State  law  requires 

4  that  Malathion  will  be  sprayed.   That  means  it  will  be 

5  sprayed  over  a  sizeable  portion  of  an  open  canal. 

59  6  I  also  have  doubts  about  the  safety  of  the 

7  leachate  runoff  being  diverted  directly  over  the  canal  which 

8  is  what  the  EIR  states  where  it  is  going  to  run. 

9  I  think  all  of  this  should  be  looked  into 

10  further  unless  of  course  we  want  a  place  in  all  of  Southern 

11  California  which  would  eliminate  the  trash  problem. 

12  MS.  WETZEL:   Patty  Aikin? 

60  13  STATEMENT  OF  PATRICIA  AIKIN 

14  MS.  AIKIN:   Good  evening. 

15  My  name  is  Patricia  Aikin  —  A-i-k-i-n. 

16  I  live  at  26250  Parkview  Drive  in  beautiful  Desert  Center. 

17  What  I  would  like  to  address  first,  for  those 

18  people  who  have  not  read  the  EIR/EIS  in  this  room,  is  about 

19  the  air  quality,  and  I  thought  that  when  we  got  an 

20  environmental  report,  it  was  to  alarm  us  as  to  what  the 

21  problem  was. 

22  Under  the  air  quality,  table  S-2,  summary  of 

23  project  and  alternatives,  impacts,  mitigation  and 

24  implementation. 

25  Under  air  quality  it  states  the  emissions: 
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Degradation  of  air  quality  due  to  increased  emissions  in 
both  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  and  the  Southeast  Desert  Air 
Basin,  due  to  increased  emissions  from  motor  vehicles 
including  train  locomotives,  on-highway  haul  trucks,  and 
off -highway  heavy  equipment. 

Now,  we  have  some  mitigation  here  that  I  don't 
really  need  to  read  all  of  them,  it  is  shut  down  the  diesels 
and  do  this  and  that,  and  then  the  significance  after  the 
mitigation  which  really  surprised  me.   It  says  impacts  will 
not  be  reduced  below  a  level  of  significance. 

Okay.  Next.  Table  S-2  again.  Under  the 
health  risk  assessment.  Impacts:  Potential  for  increased 
health  risk  to  area  residents  due  to  exposure  to  LFG.  Now, 
we  all  know  that  is  landfill  gas,  don't  we? 

Okay.  After  the  mitigation,  that  is 
interception  and  removal  of  hazardous  waste  within  the  waste 
stream,  re-analysis  of  impacts  using  actual  weather  data, 
and  I  understand  they  are  going  to  give  us  some  more  time  on 
that. 

If  necessary,  as  part  of  the  report  of 
disposal  site  information.  Again,  significance  after 
mitigation.   Impacts  will  not  be  reduced  below  a  level  of 
significance. 

Now,  why  is  the  project  even  going  forward?  I 
thought  this  was  to  protect  the  local  people  who  are  going 
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to  have  to  live  with  this  degradation  of  air  quality. 

That  is  one  thing.   Secondly,  a  lot  of  people 
have  addressed  our  school  children.   I  am  quite  concerned 
about  the  traffic.   If  you  think  about  the  trucks,  200  each 
way,  and  in  Phase  I  with  a  new  road  extension,  we  are  going 
to  have  one  train.   So  that  will  be  one  train  up  and  one 
train  back,  and  that  is  going  to  happen  right  away.  Okay. 

The  school  bus  has  to  leave  the  school,  it  has 
to  cross  that  train  with  the  trucks  going  back  and  forth  — 
one  time;  then  he  has  to  go  back  in  to  the  Department  of 
Water  —  children  —  and  there  is  quite  a  few  up  there  —  we 
have  100  elementary  students  at  this  school  —  and  they  have 
to  cross  the  railroad  track  and  the  trucks  again,  pick  up 
the  children,  come  back,  either  pick  up  the  rest  of  the 
children  around  the  area,  or  go  directly  to  school.  That  is 
four  times  they  have  to  cross  —  in  the  morning  to  take  the 
children,  and  four  times  again.   I  think  that  is  pretty 
scary. 

I  would  like  to  talk  about  the  Southern 
Pacific  Railroad.   I  was  reading  the  other  day  in  the  Press 
Enterprise,  Sunday,  October  15,  1989,  and  I  had  kept  that 
paper  and  I  am  sure  there  was  a  reason.   It  said  since  1981, 
Southern  Pacific  has  been  cited  188  times  for  violating  two 
laws  governing  visible  exhaust,  while  88  citations  have  been 
issued  to  Southern  Pacific  in  the  past  two  years  alone. 
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I  understand  they  owe  over  2.2  million.  This 
does  not  even  include  the  Sacramento  disturbance  up  there. 

Is  MRC  going  to  be  the  monitors  of  this?  You 
see,  these  people  just  pay  the  fines,  they  don't  do  anything 
about  what  is  going  on  with  their  engines,  their  trestles  or 
anything  else.  What  a  way  to  run  a  railroad. 

Now,  in  the  EIR  and  the  EIS,  I  noticed  that  a 
lot  of  the  noise  and  the  diesel  pollution  was  monitored  — 
not  monitored  —  it  was  decided  from  the  existing  rail  lines 
that  were  running  from  Kaiser,  but  we  do  have  to  remember 
that  Kaiser  went  downhill  with  heavy  loads,  these  trains  are 
going  to  be  coming  uphill  with  heavy  loads  up  that  grade, 
and  I  think  that  is  going  to  make  a  difference. 

I  have  guite  a  few  guestions  here,  and  I  will 
go  and  present  that  at  the  end  of  the  meeting  today,  and  I 
thank  you  very  much  for  your  time. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Mary  Zyler? 

MS.  ZYLER:   I  pass. 

MS.  WETZEL:  Noel  Brush? 

STATEMENT  OF  NOET,  RRTTSH 
MR.  BRUSH:   I  am  Noel  Brush,  P.O.  Box  456, 
Desert  Center,  California. 

I  have  no  idea  whether  this  project  is  going 
to  be  an  environmental  disaster  or  not,  but  lets  just  for 
the  sake  of  argument,  say  that  it  is. 
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Who  is  going  to  pay  for  the  clean  up? 

If  this  project  is  approved,  I  would  like  to 
suggest  that  five  cents  on  every  dollar  that  they  collect  on 
this  landfill,  go  into  an  irrevocable  trust  that  could  not 
be  broken  by  either  a  politician  or  a  corporation,  and  that 
fund  be  set  aside  to  clean  up  any  disaster  that  should 
occur. 

Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   B.  T.  Morring? 
STATEMENT  OF  B.  T.  MORRING 

MR.  MORRING:   My  name  is  B.  T.  Morring,  and  I 
live  in  Indio,  California.   I  am  a  farmer,  real  estate 
broker,  investor  and  lived  in  the  Desert  Center  area  for  26 
years  continuously.   I  left  here  about  11  years  ago  to 
reside  in  Indio,  mostly  due  to  business  needs. 

I  presently  own  or  have  an  interest  in  2,000 
plus  acres  in  the  Desert  Center  and  Blythe  Mesa  area  of  the 
California  desert.  All  of  this  property  will  be  affected  by 
any  damaging  procedures  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  Waste  Disposal 
Project.  All  of  this  property  will  also  be  affected  by  any 
benefits  derived  from  said  project.  These  benefits  can  be 
many. 

Property  could  possibly  be  used  to  compost 
waste  that  is  suitable  for  that  purpose  and  keep  it  out  of 
the  dump  site,  especially  since  critical  reductions  have 
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58 
been  mandated  by  state  law. 

This  can  be  one  of  the  major  waste  benefits 
for  everyone.   This  is  in  addition  to  the  fees  generated  and 
payrolls  to  the  area.   Compost  has  been  a  major  land  builder 
since  time  began,  and  the  desert  areas  certainly  could  use 
all  natural  land  building  projects  to  a  maximum  benefit. 

Payrolls  with  cash  flow  are  certainly  needed 
for  the  area. 

I  repeatedly  hear  local  people  make  the 
statement  in  person  and  to  the  news  media,  I  want  things  to 
stay  like  they  have  always  been.   Is  that  really  their 
desire?  If  it  is,  then  why  don't  they  leave  the  area.  They 
were  not  always  here.   The  oldest  residents  of  this  area  are 
the  Ragsdale  family.  Why  don't  we  all  go  back  where  we  came 
from  and  leave  things  as  they  have  always  been. 

I  am  personally  satisfied  with  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report  and  believe  the  engineers  and 
researchers  did  a  good  job  and  are  to  be  commended. 

My  belief  is  as  one  party  stated  in  Palm 
Desert  last  night,  we  Southern  California  residents  must 
think  as  a  community.  What  benefits  us  all,  and  not  just 
our  individual  desires.  We  all  share  the  same  big  yard.  We 
must  utilize  it  and  care  for  it  in  the  best  way  possible  for 
the  majority  of  us. 

There  is  a  large  concern  for  the  additional 
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projected  truck  traffic.   It  is  strange  that  we  did  not  hear 
a  loud  protest  and  the  news  media  did  not  give  front  page 
coverage  to  the  100  plus  trucks  per  day  of  sewage  sludge 
that  utilized  our  highway  within  the  past  two  years.   I  have 
personally  counted  28  trucks  of  sludge  on  the  road  from 
Indio  to  Blythe  in  a  two  hour  traverse  of  that  area. 

It  is  to  the  benefit  of  us  all  to  use  the  best 
technology  that  is  available  and  feasbile.  This  benefit 
also  includes  MRC.  The  better  the  technology,  the  more 
profit  obtainable. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  and  vote  for 
approval  of  this  project. 

MS.  WETZEL:  James  Horning? 

STATEMENT  OF  JAMES  HORNING 
MR.  HORNING:   My  name  is  Jim  Horning.   I  live 
at  44250  Shasta  Drive,  Desert  Center. 

I  have  a  couple  points.   The  first  that  I 
would  like  to  bring  up  is  this  elementary  school. 

I  have  done  a  little  research  in  this  and  I 
have  made  several  telepnone  calls  and  asked  what  could  be 
close  to  an  elementary  school.   The  two  things  that  I  was 
told  that  you  could  not  have  within  1,000  yards  of  an 
elementary  school,  was  a  bar  and  a  dump. 

Now,  I  don't  know  if  this  has  been  addressed, 
maybe  it  is  1,001  yards  from  the  dump  or  something,  maybe  it 
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will  meet  that  criteria.   I  think  that  the  school  should  be 
moved.   I  think  somebody  other  than  the  taxpayer  should  move 
the  school  if  the  dump  goes  in.   I  think  perhaps  the 
corporation  that  is  involved  with  this  business  should  foot 
that  bill.   I  think  that  should  be  a  top  priority. 

These  folxs  that  came  down,  they  really  don't 
care  much  about  the  area  out  here,  they  are  out  here  because 
of  their  retirement  benefits  or  what  other  reason  they  did 
come  down  here.   We  are  not  taking  any  money  out  of  your 
pockets  or  out  of  your  mouth  —  the  corporation  did  that. 
We  are  not  your  enemy. 

The  same  corporation  that  took  it  out  wants  to 
give  you  something  back.  Now,  I  don't  know  if  they  will, 
perhaps  this  land  will  become  contaminated  and  there  will  be 
a  billion  dollar  clean  up  project;  perhaps  the  corporation 
will  go  bankrupt  again.  Perhaps  the  individuals  that  bought 
into  this  program  will  have  to  pay  that  billion  dollar  clean 
up.   If  it  happens,  I  don't  know. 

All  of  the  other  clean  up  areas  when  they  went 
in,  it  was  never  going  to  happen  to  them  —  but  it  did. 

The  third  point  I  want  to  make  —  I  am  sort  of 
a  cynical  person  —  I  think  this  is  a  dumb  deal.   I  think  we 
are  going  through  motions  now  to  get  the  paper  work  in  order 
so  that  everything  is  right.  I  think  the  project  is  going. 
I  think  we  have  come  to  a  time,  and  the  people  here  with 
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your  retirement,  perhaps  you  may  have  to  pay  for  a  clean  up, 
for  the  people  that  have  got  to  live  here,  for  the  school 
children,  I  think  we  need  to  get  together  now  and  form  a 
coalition  here  and  ensure  that  if  this  project  goes  in,  that 
it  goes  in  properly.  No  shortcuts,  no  paid  off  politicians, 
no  pounds  and  pounds  of  print  which  you  have  to  be 
unemployed  there,  or  perhaps  a  scholar  to  interpret  and 
read.  Lets  get  together  and  make  sure  that  it  is  done. 
Lets  make  sure  that  the  flood  control,  the  drainage  is 
proper.   Lets  make  sure  that  the  line  is  proper. 

If  they  can  keep  the  yeas  and  the  nays 
fighting  with  each  other  and  they  go  ahead  with  the  plan  — 
they  are  succeeding.  We  are  all  losers. 

That  is  all  I  have. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Johnney  Coon? 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHNNEY  COON 

MS.  COON:   Hi.  My  name  is  Johnney  Coon.  My 
P.O.  Box  is  436,  Desert  Center  92239. 

I  have  been  a  resident  farmer  of  Desert  Center 
for  15  years.   I  grow  organic  plain  seedless  grapes. 

I  am  very  much  opposed  to  this  area  becoming 
the  recipient  for  the  world's  largest  landfill. 

My  main  concerns  are  the  degradation  of  our 
guality  of  life  in  the  desert  area.   This  includes  possible 
water  contamination.   Can  MRC  possibly  be  sure  that  this 
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landfill  will  be  safe  forever?  For  our  children  and  their 
children?  I  don't  think  so. 

Another  concern  is  the  air.   The  EIR/S  states 
that  there  will  be  negative  impacts  on  our  air  quality.  We 
have  to  breathe  this  air  every  minute  of  our  lives.  Do  we 
really  want  to  jeopardize  our  right  to  clean,  fresh  air? 

A  total  of  268  miles  of  train  track  could  be 
used.  That  is  536  miles  round  trip  with  as  many  as  six 
trains  per  day.   The  fuel  that  the  project  would  be 
consuming  is  astronomical.   36,600  gallons  per  day.   This  is 
20,000  gallons  of  diesel  fuel  per  day  over  a  current 
conventional  landfill  disposal  practices.  That  is  double 
the  amount  now  being  used. 

Freeway  traffic  will  also  be  increased. 
According  to  the  EIR  there  will  be  900  new  trips  to  and  from 
the  proposed  landfill  on  a  daily  basis.   800  of  which  are  to 
be  trucks.  Some  of  these  will  be  delivery  and  service 
vehicles  and  some  will  be  employees  going  to  and  from. 

This  proposal  is  not  one  that  will  benefit  our 
community.  Some  would  like  you  to  think  so.  But,  please, 
give  some  thought  as  to  the  reasons  why  you  live  in  this 
beautiful  area.  Say  no  to  a  bad  proposal. 
Thank  you. 
MS.  WETZEL:   Timothy  Anderson? 
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STATEMENT  OF  TIMOTHY  ANDERSON 

MR.  ANDERSON:  My  name  is  Timothy  Anderson, 
and  I  am  a  local  farmer  in  Desert  Center. 

As  the  crow  flies ,  our  farm  is  approximately 
10  miles  from  the  proposed  dump  sit.   Six  years  ago  I  moved 
to  this  area  and  had  the  opportunity  to  work  on  an  organic 
grape  farm.   I  fell  in  love  with  the  area.   It's  draw,  good 
air,  abundant  well  water,  breath  taking  scenic  views  and 
landscapes,  plus  an  exciting  array  of  desert  plants  and 
animals.   I  made  this  Valley  my  home. 

Now  my  home  and  the  environment  around  it  is 
being  threatened  by  an  outside  source  that  could  have  a 
devastating  impact,  not  only  on  my  quality  of  life,  but  of 
millions  of  other  living  things  in  Southern  California. 

Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  paint  a  pretty 
picture  of  the  proposed  landfill  and  have  found  a  way  to 
mitigate  almost  all  the  environmental  problems  they  could 
foresee. 

I  don't  balieve  this  infant  corporation  can 
handle  the  responsibility  of  protecting  the  air,  the  water, 
and  all  the  living  things  in  the  impacted  area. 

The  local  citizens'  evaluation  committee,  hand 
picked  by  MRC,  has  shown  more  interest  in  the  economic  and 
monetary  gains  than  in  the  safety  and  health  of  us  who  live 
in  the  impact  area.  This  is  not  good.   Strike  1,  MRC. 
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MRC  dangles  the  carrot  of  $30  million  over 
here,  $200,000  over  there,  and  meanwhile  tries  to  sway 
public  opinion  through  the  media  that  my  home  is  an  ugly, 
desolate,  no  good  of  a  place  with  bad  water.   I'm  insulted. 

We  grow  the  best  grapes  in  the  State  of 
California  with  this  water.   I  love  my  home.   Strike  2,  MRC. 

My  final  point,  what  is  the  history  of  this 
proposal?  Towards  the  beginning  of  when  MRC  presented  this 
proposal  in  scoping  sessions,  the  use  of  trucks  was  down 
played  and  hardly  mentioned.  Now  as  the  date  draws  near  for 
a  decision  on  the  proposal,  we  have  trucks,  lots  of  trucks  - 
-  400-500  proposed  one-way  trips  a  day. 

First  it  was  just  to  be  a  clay  liner,  now  it 
is  going  to  be  a  composite  clay  plastic  liner.   It  seems 
that  the  track  record  of  this  company  is  to  try  the  more 
inexpensive  measure  first,  and  then  comply  to  the  law  as 
need  be. 

I  don't  trust  a  company  that  functions  in  this 
manner. 

MRC  says  they  are  going  to  try  and  retrieve  as 
many  recyclables  as  they  can  from  the  waste  stream,  picking 
out  the  toxics  and  the  hazardous  waste.   Is  this  to  be 
accomplished  by  hand  sorting,  or  does  the  technology  exist 
to  do  this  mechanically? 

I  couldn't  get  specifics  from  what  I  read  in 
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the  EIR/EIS. 

If  MRC  had  shown  me  that  they  cared  more  about 
the  environment  and  all  the  creatures  who  live  in  it,  I 
might  say,  yes,  go  ahead  and  try  to  make  a  buck  from  a 
environmental  mistake  of  the  past.   But  they  don't  care 
about  us.   Strike  3,  MRC.  You  are  out. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Matthew  Green? 
STATEMENT  OF  MATTHEW  GREEN 

MR.  GREEN:  My  name  is  Matthew  Green.  I  am  a 
resident  here  at  25650  Kaiser  Road.  I  am  21,  just  recently 
married.  Me  and  my  wife  are  expecting  our  first  child. 

I  have  lived  in  Desert  Center  all  my  life,  and 
I  am  here  tonight  to  ask  for  your  support  of  the  Landfill. 
I  think  it  is  a  good  thing  for  this  area. 

My  father  worked  for  Kaiser  Steel.  He  didn't 
gualify  for  his  retirement  because  the  mine  closed  down 
before  he  was  eligible.   So  whether  the  retired  employees 
get  some  benefits  or  not,  he  won't  get  any  benefits.  He 
thought  Kaiser  would  allow  him  to  raise  his  family  and  give 
him  retirement  benefits.  Competition  from  foreign  steel  and 
problems  with  Kaiser  itself  kept  him  from  his  goals.  Now  he 
has  to  work  in  the  San  Bernardino  area  because  there  is  no 
work  for  his  skills  in  this  area.  My  mother  and  the  rest  of 
my  family  still  reside  here  in  Desert  Center. 

The  Environmental  Impact  Report  shows  that 
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this  project  can  be  a  safe  one  for  our  water,  if  the  County 
inspectors  do  their  job  to  check  the  incoming  waste  and 
reject  any  hazardous  waste,  and  MRC  does  its  job  of 
monitoring  the  leachate  and  water  quality,  our  water  supply 
will  not  be  harmed. 

The  noise  and  dust  of  this  project  will  be  a 
lot  less  than  what  I  grew  up  with  from  the  mining  operation. 
The  other  protections  of  the  desert  environment  will  be  a 
lot  better  than  Kaiser  ever  thought  of  and  more  positive 
than  what  has  been  going  on  since  the  mine  closed. 

It  is  true  that  there  will  be  more  traffic  in 
the  valley  and  the  air  quality  will  be  affected.   But  with 
Interstate  10  running  tnrough  the  Valley,  we  are  going  to 
have  more  traffic  anyway.  Air  pollution  is  mostly  caused 
from  vehicles.   So  with  more  traffic  passing  through,  our 
air  is  going  to  be  affected  anyway.   The  problem  is  that  the 
traffic  doesn't  stop  here  except  maybe  for  gas  and 
refreshments.   The  very  few  businesses  that  benefit  from 
this  traffic  are  small  and  do  not  offer  a  young  man  like  me, 
much  of  a  future  on  which  to  build. 

If  this  Eagle  Mountain  project  is  started,  I 
have  an  opportunity  to  seek  permanent  employment  with  a 
business  that  is  going  to  be  in  operation  for  a  period  of 
100  years,  or  until  Los  Angeles  runs  out  of  garbage  — 
whichever  comes  first.   I'll  bet  on  the  100  years. 
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67 
I  see  an  opportunity  to  participate  in 
building  a  community  that  can  have  what  other  people  take 
for  granted.  My  wife  would  not  have  to  go  on  a  100  mile 
round  trip  to  take  the  baby  to  the  doctor,  or  to  get 
medicines.  We  could  buy  clothes,  food  and  household  items 
together  as  a  family  instead  of  one  working  while  the  other 
takes  the  whole  day  to  go  to  town.  Some  day  we  might  even 
get  a  newspaper  delivered  to  our  house. 

With  the  number  of  employees  this  operation 
would  bring,  we  could  expect  an  increase  in  the  children  in 
the  Valley.  That  would  mean  that  the  school  would  expand, 
draw  better  teachers,  and  that  hopefully  the  high  school 
student  population  would  permit  facilities  here  in  Desert 
Center.   I  had  to  commute  to  Blythe  to  go  to  high  school.   I 
know  what  I  missed,  as  much  as  three  hours  per  day,  15  hours 
per  week  not  doing  what  kids  should  be  doing.   It  is  almost 
a  half  time  job.   It  is  spent  sitting  on  a  bus,  day  after 
day.   Forget  sports,  practice  lasts  too  long.   Forget  after 
school  extra  curricular  activities  because  the  bus  won't 
wait  and  my  parents  couldn't  spend  two  extra  hours  in  their 
day  to  come  and  pick  me  up.   Forget  any  peer  group  identity, 
we  were  just,  as  the  Blythe  people  put  it,  "the  mountain 
climbers,"  not  part  of  the  real  class. 

When  you  take  school  hours,  home  chores, 
sleep,  and  15  hours  per  week  on  a  bus  out  of  a  kid's  life, 
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what  is  there  left  to  do  for  homework  and  recreation?  who 
at  the  age  of  14  to  16  will  make  a  good  allocation  and  would 
get  the  necessary  study  time  in?  I  did  not  and  I  paid  for 
it  when  I  started  college.  However,  I  did  learn  one  thing. 
Live  close  to  school  if  you  want  to  do  well  in  class. 

I  want  my  children  to  have  a  normal  childhood. 
I  want  them  to  have  a  sense  of  community  and  school 
identity.   I  want  them  to  play  sports,  run  for  student  body 
office,  study  and  have  some  fun.   I  want  my  children  to 
enjoy  the  desert  and  its  special  beauty.   The  landfill  will 
help  that.  An  industry  can  operate  without  take  up 
additional  desert  floor  space.  Turtles,  sheep  and  even  some 
rare  cactus  will  be  preserved  instead  of  ignored.  My 
children  and  even  my  grandchildren  can  grow  up  and  decide 
to  stay  here,  work  here  and  retire  here. 

Some  people  have  said  that  if  I  want  all  of 
these  things,  why  don't  I  move  to  Los  Angeles.  The  answer 
is  simple.  Desert  Center  is  my  home.  I  didn't  move  here  to 
retire.   I  have  always  been  here.   I  can't  stay  here  unless 
I  have  employment  to  support  my  family.   This  project  can 
provide  me  and  those  liKe  me  with  a  future.   If  the  project 
would  damage  the  area,  there  is  no  future  for  me  either.   So 
I  have  waited  until  the  facts  about  the  landfill  came  out 
before  making  up  my  mind.  The  facts  have  led  to  my  choice 
to  support  the  landfill. 
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1  I  am  confident  that  you  and  other  members  will 

2  support  this.  Thank  you. 

3  MS.  WETZEL:   Allen  Reames? 

4  STATEMENT  OF  ALLEN  REAMES 

5  MR.  REAMES:  My  name  is  Allen  Reames.   I  live 

6  at  26440  Rice  Road,  Desert  Center,  California.   And  I  am 

7  representing  ALJOBA  Research. 

8  We  farm,  own  a  farm,  475  acres,  and  contract 

9  farm  an  additional  40. 

10  When  this  project  was  first  proposed,  water 

11  was  my  main  concern.  Obviously  without  water  the  business 

12  wouldn't  exist,  and  because  I  live  here,  without  good  water, 

13  my  personal  life  would  be  seriously  affected. 

14  So,  I  reserved  judgment  until  the  EIR  came  out 

15  with  regard  to  the  water  matter. 

16  In  earlier  meetings  in  this  room,  I  listened 

17  to  experts  talk  about  the  water  and  the  East  Pit.  These 

18  experts  were  people  who  had  worked  at  Kaiser,  or  people  who 

19  had  visited  the  pit,  and  they  knew  where  that  water  came 

20  from.  And  in  all  cases,  they  were  certain  that  it  came  from 

21  the  ground  water. 

22  I  visited  the  water,  tasted  it,  worried  about 

23  it,  asked  questions  about  it,  I  even  went  to  Arlington  in 

24  Oregon  where  there  is  a  similar  landfill,  and  went  around 

25  and  knocked  on  doors  at  the  farmers  houses  adjacent  to  their 
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landfill  and  asked  them  about  their  water.   Now,  in 
Arlington  they  don't  have  rock,  they  have  just  dirt,  they 
don't  have  a  leachate  collection  system,  they  don't  have  a 
clay  liner,  they  are  relying  solely  on  plastic  liners. 

The  reports  that  I  got  from  the  farmers  that  I 
talked  to  which  was  everybody  I  could  find  next  to  the 
landfill  was  that  they  had  no  degradation  of  their  water. 

The  EIR  says  that  the  water  is  more  like  mine 
process  water  than  well  water  in  this  area  of  the  east  pit. 
They  pumped  it  out  and  it  came  back.   It  was  suggested  that 
the  water  is  stored  in  fractures  in  the  bedrock.   The 
Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  recommended  that  they 
do  some  ground  water  monitoring  by  installation  of  wells. 
Wells  were  dug  and  are  still  being  dug. 

The  project  design  is  a  compost  liner  with  a 
plastic  liner  in  the  lower  areas,  but  the  exact  design  is 
not  set  forth  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report,  nor  should 
it  be,  because  it  is  the  function  of  the  Regional  Water- 
Quality  Control  Board  to  specify  how  thick  that  liner  is, 
how  much  of  it  is  going  to  be  covered  with  plastic,  what  the 
leachate  collection  is  going  to  be,  how  big  the  pipes  are 
and  all  of  the  engineering  details  that  the  Environmental 
Impact  Report  does  not  in  fact  deal  with. 

The  concern  has  been  expressed  that  the  water 
can  affect  the  area  of  Blythe  and  actually  leach  into  the 
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Colorado  River.  The  worse  case  scenario  set  forth  in  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report,  shows  that  it  takes  45  years  of 
leaking  through  the  liner  just  to  get  to  the  alluvium.  From 
there  it  is  accelerated  to  a  higher  or  three  times  the 
penetration  rate,  but  for  it  to  move  some  50  miles  to  get  to 
the  Colorado  River,  was  going  to  take,  number  one,  a  long 
time,  and  number  two,  the  process  of  passing  through 
alluvium,  takes  contaminants  out  of  the  moisture  stream. 

Now,  this  information  is  supplied  to  us  by 
experts  who  have  credentials  as  compared  to  the  experts  that 
we  have  heard  here  before.  With  nothing  else  to  go  on,  I  am 
certainly  going  to  pay  some  more  attention  to  the  experts 
that  have  credentials. 

There  has  been  a  question  about  the  leachate 
collection  pipes  crushing.  Well,  I  don't  know.  I  can  tell 
you  my  own  experience,  and  my  own  experience  is  I  have  laid 
something  like  12-18  miles  of  plastic  pipe  and  run  over  it 
with  tractors  and  heavy  trucks  and  I  haven't  broken  a  pipe 
in  11  years. 

So  there  is  something  I  would  like  to  know. 
What  is  the  fracture  potential  of  the  leachate? 

The  EIR  states  that  there  are  three  permanent 
sources  of  water  for  the  Bighorn  Sheep.   But  I  also  hear 
that  the  East  Pit  is  now  dry.   If  it  is  dry,  I  would  like  to 
know  why  it  is  dry  and  what  they  found  out.  What  I  have 
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heard  is  that  the  water  in  the  East  Pit  came  from  leaky 
pipes  at  Kaiser.  What  the  EIR  does  say  is  that  the  Bighorn 
Sheep  are  drinking  water  from  leaky  tanks  at  Kaiser. 

Well,  the  Riverside  County  has  a  requirement 
when  you  have  a  community  water  system,  that  it  can't  leak. 
So  if  Riverside  County  does  its  job  and  requires  them  to 
plug  up  the  leaks,  we  are  going  to  lose  the  Bighorn  Sheep 
unless  this  project  goes  in. 

Now,  I  would  like  to  have  Riverside  County 
address  this  issue.  Are  they  going  to  set  a  precedent  that 
leaking  community  water  systems  are  permissible  or  not 
permissible.   I  want  specifically  want  that,  they  are  a  lead 
agency  and  they  should  make  that  issue.   Thank  you. 
MS.  WETZEL:   Cindy  Wilkin? 

STATEMENT  OF  CINDY  WILKIN 
MS.  WILKIN:  My  name  is  Cindy  Wilkin.   I  live 
at  26631  Catalina  Way,  Desert  Center. 

I  came  here  basically  to  listen.   I  wasn't 
going  to  speak,  but  I  have  heard  a  lot  of  issues,  and  the 
big  one  that  seems  to  be  moving  this  project  along,  is 
money.   They  have  brought  in  people  who  have  been  —  excuse 
my  language  —  screwed  by  Kaiser  out  of  their  pensions  — 
and  it  is  a  big  issue,  and  I  feel  for  them  because  I 
understand  it,  my  father  draws  a  pension  from  the  military. 
And  if  he  were  to  lose  it,  he  would  be  hard  hit,  but  lets 
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73 
eliminate  the  money  factor.  Lets  eliminate  the  factor  that 
the  county  is  holding  money  out  as  bait  for  the  people  who 
live  here,  and  lets  eliminate  the  factor  that  Kaiser  owes 
people  money,  and  lets  get  down  to  environment. 

It  makes  no  sense  to  me  to  haul  trash  up  here 
to  dump  in  our  backyard  when  they  have  not  implemented 
mandatory  recycling  in  the  cities  where  this  is  a  problem. 

If  they  were  to  put  in  mandatory  recycling, 
and  to  tell  people  from  now  on  we  are  not  picking  up  your 
trash  at  home,  you  have  to  deal  with  it.  What  are  the 
people  in  the  cities  going  to  do?  I  don't  want  to  dig  a 
hole  in  my  backyard  and  put  trash  in  it.  Well,  we  don't 
want  a  hole  in  our  backyard  with  trash  in  it. 

Before  we  even  get  to  this  project,  mandatory 
recycling  needs  to  be  done  at  the  city  level,  not  here. 

Once  the  mandatory  levels  have  been  reached 
and  it  is  still  a  problem,  then  lets  discuss  it,  but  before 
we  even  get  to  filling  in  a  big  hole  that  Kaiser  dug,  we 
need  to  start  doing  other  things  first,  and  I  think  it  is  a 
backwards  approach.  Turn  our  backs  on  it,  the  trash  will  go 
away  is  what  the  people  in  the  city  are  talking  about.  Lets 
just  bus  it  out  of  the  city. 

I  think  Mr.  Johnson,  I  believe  was  his  name, 
had  a  very  good  idea  with  the  projects  that  other  states 
have  implemented,  and  I  think  they  need  to  be  looked  into 
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before  this  project  goes  any  further.   Thank  you. 

Excuse  me.  One  more  thing.   Lets  say  this 
project  goes  through,  our  water  is  contaminate,  our  air  is 
contaminated,  my  children  have  a  problem  going  to  school 
because  they  are  right  at  the  dump  site,  who  is  going  to  buy 
my  house? 

When  I  am  stuck  here  with  a  house  that  I  can't 
sell,  and  which  has  plummeted  in  value,  who  is  going  to  buy 
my  house?  Is  the  County  going  to  come  in  and  give  me  fair 
market  value  for  this  area?  Or  fair  market  value  for 
Southern  California? 

Thank  you. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Duane  Johnson? 

MR.  JOHNSON:   I  would  like  about  two  more 
minutes  if  it  is  all  right. 

HEARING  OFFICER:   Could  we  go  with  the  next 
one  and  then  we  will  come  back  to  you? 

MR.  JOHNSON:  Yes.  This  is  the  second  time 
around  for  me.   I  can  wait  a  while. 

HEARING  OFFICER:   We  have  one  more  at  this 
point. 

MS.  WETZEL:  Larry  Charpied? 

STATEMENT  OF  LARRY  CHARPIED 
MR.  CHARPIED:   I  might  go  a  little  long 
because  in  going  to  the  meeting  that  we  had  last  night,  you 
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1  let  the  people  have  10  minutes.  That  is  what  I  prepared 

2  for. 

3  The  first  thing  I  would  like  to  say  is  also 

4  like  last  night,  to  the  Kaiser  employees,  I  really  believe 

5  you  guys  should  get  your  benefits,  you  know,  you  guys  are 

6  owed  these  things. 

7  I  think  the  problem  here  is  relying  on  MRC. 

8  MRC  already  has  a  track  record  by  promising  this  CSA, 

9  $200,000  in  two  installments,  and  now  refuses  to  pay  the 
10  second  installment. 

80  11  I  think  you  better  get  it  in  writing  from  MRC 

12  before  you  start  throwing  support  behind  this  project  here. 

13  The  next  thing  I  would  like  to  talk  about  is 

14  the  water  guality  mentioned  in  the  EIR.   In  the  EIR  they  say 

81  15  that  the  water  guality  here  is  not  suitable  for  consumption, 

16  and  not  suitable  for  very  many  crops.  Well,  apparently  that 

17  is  an  opinion  of  someone,  I  don't  know  who.   If  you  take  and 

18  look  at  the  water  guality  studies  they  did  to  the  Palo 

19  Verdes  Nuclear  Power  Plant,  and  you  look  at  the  water 

20  quality  studies  they  have  done  for  this,  the  water  is 

21  virtually  identical  to  that  in  the  Blythe  area.  And  Blythe 

22  pumps  993  million  gallons  of  water  every  year  for  domestic 

23  use.   It  is  the  same  water. 

24  I  have  two  things  that  I  am  confused  about  in 

25  the  Riverside  County  Solid  Waste  Management  Plan  on  the 
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final  draft  1989.   it  says  in  no  instance  shall  exporting 
of  waste  into  public  sites  be  relied  upon  for  local  use  be 
considered  anything  but  a  short  term  less  than  five  years 
waste  management  solution.   This  is  the  County's  plan. 

The  second  thing  they  say  is  the  initial  cost 
to  the  exporter  as  well  as  graduated  cost  structures,  should 
be  included  in  the  imported  agreement  to  provide  ever- 
increasing  disincentives  to  the  exporter  to  bring  garbage 
here. 

I  don't  understand  how  a  project  with  a  100 
year  life  span  telling  these  people  in  Los  Angeles,  San 
Diego,  we  want  your  garbage.  How  is  that  any  kind  of  a 
disincentive  to  them  to  bring  it  up  here?  And  this  is  the 
County's  plan. 

The  next  thing  I  would  like  to  talk  about  is 
the  cover  of  the  landfill.  They  talk  about  anaerobic 
digestion  will  actually  create  fluids  in  the  landfill.  And 
they  say  the  way  these  fluids  will  be  gotten  rid  of  is  they 
will  evaporate  through  the  cover.   It  doesn't  make  sense 
that  they  also  in  the  same  EIR,  tell  us  that  this  same  cover 
is  supposed  to  prevent  rain  from  permeating  down  in,  but  it 
is  going  to  let  water  evaporate  through  it. 

The  next  thing  I  would  like  to  get  into  is 
liners,  and  what  I  would  like  to  talk  about  is  what  the  EPA 
has  to  say  about  liners. 
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In  the  Federal  Register,  February  4,  1981,  the 
EPA  states  all  landfills  will  leak  eventually.  Data  and 
scientific  prediction  indicate  even  with  the  application  of 
the  best  available  technology,  it  will  occur  eventually  — 
and  this  is  leaking. 

In  the  Federal  Register,  the  next  year,  July 
26th,  eventually  liners  will  degrade,  tear,  crack  and  allow 
liguids  to  migrate  out  of  the  unit. 

My  question  concerning  this  leak  part  is  how 
can  MRC  and  BLM,  how  can  you  predict  all  the  possible 
combinations  of  chemicals  that  will  be  created  once  you  are 
putting  them  all  together,  what  they  will  make  and  how  they 
will  attack  this  liner,  and  what  effect  it  will  have  on 
that. 

The  second  thing  is  what  is  the  longevity  of 
these  hazardous  chemicals  in  this  landfill,  and  what  is  the 
longevity  of  the  liner  that  is  supposed  to  be  there  to 
protect  us  from  these? 

Right  at  this  point  in  time  in  landfill 
technology,  state  of  the  art  is  a  double  composite  liner 
which  is  the  clay,  the  plastic  and  then  gravel  in  between. 
I  don't  understand  with  the  world's  largest  landfill 
proposal,  with  the  potential  of  polluting  in  the  world's 
largest  way  one  of  the  largest  aquifers  in  the  State  of 
California,  why  the  minimum  isn't  a  state  of  the  art  a 
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double  composite  liner? 

The  EPA  hired  G.O.  Services  of  Boynton, 
Florida,  to  study  liners,  and  the  first  thing  they  did  they 
studied  clay  liners.  And  what  they  did  is  the  EPA  has 
designed  regulations  of  10.7  centimeters  to  the  second. 
That's  the  permeability  and  that  is  the  same  as  in  the  EIR. 

What  it  says  here  is  that  permeability,  the 
clay  liner  will  leak  at  90  gallons  of  fluid  a  day  per  acre. 
It  says  that  three  inches  of  water  on  a  three 
foot  clay  liner,  will  initially  take  15  years  to  penetrate. 
The  proposal  is  a  one  foot  clay  liner.   So  are  we  looking  at 
five  years  or  less  before  it  permeates?  And  once  it 
permeates  it  is  90  gallons  per  day  per  acre,  and  we  are 
talking  about  thousands  of  acres  at  this  landfill  here. 
It's  incredible. 

The  next  thing  they  studied  was  composite  or 
flexible  membrane  liners,  and  G.O.  Services  report  that  all 
flexible  membrane  liners  leaked  some.   It  is  just  because  of 
the  way  they  are  put  together.   Some  are  permeable. 

The  thing  that  they  are  really  concerned  about 
is  in  the  actual  manufacturing  of  these  plastic  liners  is 
that  you  get  pin  holes,  stretch  marks,  thin  spots  or  the 
actual  carbon  used  in  the  making  of  this  will  make  big 
blotched  holes  in  it. 

They  say  that  there  is  no  way  to  get  around 
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79 
these  and  they  calculate  from  some  fantastic  formula  how 
much  that  is  going  to  leak. 

They  say  that  you  will  get  in  the  best  case 
scenario,  one  or  two  leaks  per  acre  through  the  plastic 
liner,  and  that  is  between  one-fifth  and  one  gallon  per  acre 
per  day. 

The  reason  why  I  talked  about  the  liners  and 
that  the  liners  will  leak,  is  because  the  fail-safe  part  of 
this  is  a  leachate  collection  system  which  is  supposed  to 
protect  us.  My  problem  with  this  is  that  leachate 
collection  systems  are  designed  to  last  approximately  10 
years.  We  have  a  100  year  life  span  on  this,  and  it  is 
going  to  sit  around  for  how  many  thousands  of  years  with  all 
that  stuff  in  it? 

According  to  the  best  possible  technology  that 
I  have,  mineralization,  and  we  all  know  whoever  has  lived  in 
Desert  Center,  from  our  swamp  coolers,  how  quickly 
mineralization  will  build  up.   It  is  just  a  matter  of  time 
and  those  pipes  will  clog  from  mineralization,  from 
■organisms  living  in  it,  from  silking,  or  from  the 
chemicals  —  all  the  chemicals  that  are  going  to  be  pouring 
in  and  the  chemicals  they  make  —  attacking  the  plastic 
pipes,  weakening  them,  and  then  being  crushed.   Then  we  have 
no  leachate  collection  system,  we  have  a  clay  liner  and  a 
plastic  liner  that  both  will  leak  over  time,  so  what  we  are 
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80 
looking  at  is  a  project  that  says  we  are  going  to  pollute 
your  air,  and  give  us  enough  time,  we  are  going  to  pollute 
your  water,  and  guess  what,  we  are  even  going  to  damage  the 
endangered  species  that  live  around  here,  and  we  might  even 
cause  some  to  go  in  extinction  ~  but  there  is  a  lot  of 
money  to  be  made. 

The  thing  that  has  me  really  scared  about  the 
idea  of  this  water  being  polluted  is  seepage  control  of 
Phoenix,  Arizona  states  that  once  a  large  aguifer  such  as 
this  gets  contaminated,  it  is  virtually  impossible  because 
of  the  time  lag  from  detection,  to  when  you  can  do  anything 
about  it.   So  once  we  are  polluted,  we  are  polluted. 

Another  thing  that  has  me  really  worried  is 
looking  into  landfills  they  say  the  worse  site  place  for  a 
landfill  is  an  old  mine  or  guarry,  for  two  reasons.  One, 
because  of  the  fracture  —  bedrock  underneath  —  which  makes 
it  virtually  impossible  to  follow  the  leachate  once  it 
escapes  so  you  can't  detect  it,  and  the  other  is  most  of  the 
time  these  mine  guarries  mine  into  the  water  table.  And 
according  to  the  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Kaiser  Steel 
has  in  fact  mined  into  the  water  table. 

What  I  would  really  like  to  see  is  BFI  which 
is  the  50  percent  partner  in  this,  and  the  reputation  of 
BFI  as  an  environmentalist  is  suspect  at  the  least,  and  MRC 
should  be  reguired  to  post  a  $100  million  bond.   I  don't 
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81 
believe  an  insurance  company  is  going  to  ensure  this  pit  to 
say  it  is  not  going  to  leak,  so  I  believe  they  should  post 
this  bond  so  that  we  citizens  and  land  owners,  when  it  comes 
time,  will  be  able  to  recoup  our  investment  in  this  place. 

That  is  basically  all  I  have  to  say  except 
that  I  hope  that  BLM  holds  our  interest  at  heart,  and  I 
can't  understand  how  you  believe  that  this  project  is  in  the 
best  interest  of  the  people  when  it  in  fact  will  pollute  the 
air,  will  pollute  the  water,  and  will  disturb  a  large  amount 
of  our  vegetation  and  animals. 

MS.  WETZEL:   Mr.  Duane  Johnson  —  and  also  the 
buses  are  leaving  now  for  those  people  who  came  on  them. 
STATEMENT  OF  DUANE  JOHNSON 
MR.  JOHNSON:   Hi.   There  are  just  a  couple 
points  I  wanted  to  make  clear,  and  one  of  them  is  on  July 
25,  1989  at  the  Riverside  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
meeting,  there  was  a  discussion  on  toxic  waste.  And  three 
rules  were  changed  at  that  meeting.  That  meeting  which  MRC 
was  there,  Ms.  Jean  Carr  was  there,  Mr.  Collins,  I  heard 
Koval  was  there,  two  of  their  engineers  and  three  of  their 
company  attorneys  were  there,  to  see  that  these  three  laws 
were  taken  off  the  Waste  Management  books  —  within  one  mile 
of  the  school,  within  one  mile  of  a  prison  and  within  2,000 
feet  of  an  agricultural  well. 

These  rules  were  all  done  away  with,  and  they 
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were  done  away  with  at  the  pushing  of  MRC. 

Now,  if  MRC  is  not  going  to  put  toxic  waste  up 
here,  why  were  they  so  adamant  about  having  that  taken  out 
of  the  book?  They  helped  Mr.  Nelson  all  the  way.   It  is  on 
the  minutes  of  the  meeting;  I  had  a  copy  of  the  tape  —  I 
think  I've  still  got  it  somewhere  —  or  you  can  acquire  a 
copy  of  it  through  the  ^lerk  of  the  County  Board  of 
Supervisors. 

Again,  that  was  July  25,  1989. 

The  other  one  is  should  this  thing  go  through, 
there  is  going  to  be  millions  of  dollars  that  is  going  to 
have  to  be  spent  on  rebuilding  this  railroad  which  by  the 
way,  one  lady  made  mention  of  it,  was  built  to  haul  loaded 
cars  down  the  hill,  not  full  cars  up  the  hill,  and  that  is 
going  to  create  a  tremendous  amount  of  pollution.  It  is 
going  to  take  more  than  five  cars  to  push  50  loaded  cars  up 
here  than  it  took  ~  five  engines  I  mean  —  than  it  took 
five  engines  to  push  100  empty  cars  up  here. 

Granted,  they  brought  their  equipment  up  here, 
but  they  didn't  bring  them  up  in  100  car  trains. 

But  the  thing  about  the  railroads  and  some  of 
these  other  road  building  prospects  that  we  are  looking  at, 
these  things  all  fall  under  the  guidelines  that  Uncle  Sam 
has  set  up  of  get  a  low  interest  rate  government  loan.  And 
I  think  that  one  thing  that  the  line  ought  to  be  drawn  on, 
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83 
because  when  they  go  defunct  on  these  low  interest  rate 
government  loans,  there  is  one  soul  that  is  going  to  pay  for 
it,  and  that  is  every  taxpayer  in  this  room,  is  tell  these 
people  that  you  are  going  to  go  out  and  you  are  going  to 
borrow  commercial  money  to  build  your  railroad.   You  are 
going  to  go  out  and  you  are  going  to  borrow  commercial  money 
to  build  your  road.   And  you  are  going  to  pay  CALTRANS  the 
difference  that  it  is  going  to  cost  them  to  maintain  that  60 
miles  of  freeway  between  Indio  and  here. 

There  is  something  that  I  don't  understand  at 
all  is  why  CALTRANS  hasn't  been  involved  in  this,  because 
CALTRANS,  it  would  seem  to  me  like,  and  the  California 
Highway  Patrol  for  that  matter,  has  a  great  deal  at  stake  in 
this  thing  running  a  couple  hundred  trucks  a  day  up  and  down 
that  hill.   It  just  almost  means  building  another  lane  —  on 
the  uphill  side  anyway  —  which  is  a  multi-billion  dollar 
exercise  in  inadequacy  as  far  as  I  am  concerned. 

The  other  thing  MRC  likes  to  say  is  well,  this 
water  is  not  potable.  Well,  we  ran  a  small  store  down  here 
just  off  1-10  around  the  corner  from  Ragsdale's  Texaco  down 
there,  and  the  gentleman  from  the  Riverside  County  Water 
Quality  told  us  that  all  we  had  to  do  to  serve  drinking 
water  to  the  public  and  open  a  restaurant  down  there,  was  to 
put  a  water  chlorinator  on  our  line,  that  our  water  well  was 
that  pure. 
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Depending  on  where  your  well  is  drilled  and 
what  depth  it  is  drilled  in  this  Valley,  means  a  difference 
between  whether  you  have  quality  water  or  you  don't  have. 
And  some  of  these  wells  are  drilled  a  little  bit  shallow, 
and  it  seems  they  are  not  quite  as  good  as  the  wells  that 
are  drilled  deeper. 

The  water  quality  in  general  is  very  good 
here.  At  the  worse  it  would  have  to  be  treated  no  less  than 
the  water  in  the  American  Canal. 

The  other  thing  I  wanted  to  make  clear  is  that 
I  have  a  personal  stake  maybe  in  keeping  my  mouth  shut  in 
here,  in  the  fact  that  I  have  a  mother-in-law  and  a  father- 
in-law  who  are  retirees  from  Kaiser  Steel  who  lost  their 
benefits,  and  a  brother-in-law  who  has  lost  his  —  some  of 
them.   Most  of  them.   But  yet  I  can't  speak  for  them  other 
than  to  say  that  I  know  my  mother-in-law  and  father-in-law 
do  not  approve  of  this  things.  My  brother-in-law,  I  don't 
think  has  made  up  his  mind,  and  I  certainly  wouldn't  put 
words  in  his  mouth  —  he  is  bigger  than  I  am. 

The  last  thing  I  want  to  say  is  that  my 
neighbor  who  lives  next  door  to  me  is  6 '2"  and  walks  on  two 
good  legs,  threw  his  garbage  sack  in  my  yard,  I  would  go 
over  there  and  punch  him  in  the  nose.  And  that  is  how  I 
feel  about  L.A.   They  are  wanting  to  throw  their  garbage  in 
my  yard  and  I  don't  want  it  there. 
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With  that  I  will  let  you  guys  go. 

I  have  these  books  and  you  are  more  than 
welcome  to  look  at  them. 

HEARING  OFFICER:   Okay. 

Is  there  anybody  else  in  the  audience  at  this 
time  that  wishes  to  make  a  statement  that  didn't  fill  out  a 
card? 

Anybody  else  that  is  remaining? 

(No  response. ) 

HEARING  OFFICER:  Seeing  that  there  is  no  one 
else  to  speak,  I  will  begin  to  close  the  hearing. 

I  wish  to  thank  all  of  you  for  attending.  I 
want  to  assure  you  that  your  spoken  and  written  statements 
will  be  part  of  the  permanent  records. 

Thank  you.  And,  now,  I  now  hereby  declare___ 
this  hearing  adjourned. 

(The  public  hearing  adjourned  at  9:15  p.m.) 
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PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSIO 

505  VAN   NESS  AVENUE 
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PETE    WIISON,    Govrmor 


Tack  S .  Joe 
(415)  557-9884 

183-30/89081413 


AUG  22  199 


RIVERSIDE  COUNTY 
PUNNING  DEPARTMENT 


August  19,  1991 

David  Mares 

Riverside  County  Planning  Deapartment 
4080  Lemon  Street,  9th  Floor 
Riverside,  CA  92501 


Dear  Mr.  Mares: 

This  is  in  response  to  the  "Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Specific 
Plan,  Specific  Plan  252",  SCH  #8908413  (or  SCH  #89081413). 

We  have  reviewed  this  document  and  will  have  no  comments  at  this 
time.   It  appears  that  the  proposed  railroad  tracks  will  all  be 
on  private  property  and  will  not  necessiate  the  crossing  of  any 
new  or  existing  public  roads  which  would  require  Commission 
authority.   Compliance  with  General  Order  26,  'Clearances  on 
railroads  and  street  railroads  as  to  side  and  overhead 
structures,  parallel  tracks  and  crossings'  and  General  Order  118, 
'Construction,  reconstruction  and  maintenance  of  walkways  and 
control,  of  vegetation  adjacent  to  railroad  tracks',  will  be 
necessary. 

We  appreciate  having  hasd  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment 
on  this  matter.   Thank  you. 

Sincerely, 


Tack  S.  Joe,  Transportation  Engineer 
Special  Projects  Section 
Railroad  Safety  Branch 
Safety  Division 


cc:    Russ  Colliau  -  State  Clearinghouse 
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State  of  California 

Memorandum 


To 


Mr.  Douglas  P.  Wheeler 
Secretary  for  Resources 


AUG  2  5  1991 


Dote    :    August   13,    1991 


Mr.  David  March 

Riverside  County 

Planning  Department 

4080  Lemon  Street,  9th  Floor 

Riverside,  CA  92501 


RIVERSIDE  COUNTY     ^^SwuonHTAIN 
PLANNING  DEPARTMENT     %  <ft  ^%aFILL  PROJECT 


abject:^ 

^8^*89081413 


^ 


From  Department  of  Conservation — Office  of  the  Director 


The  Mined-Land  Reclamation  Project  staff  of  the  Department  of 
Conservation's  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  has  reviewed  the 
reclamation  plan  submitted  for  Eagle  Mountain.  The  following 
comments  were  prepared  by  James  Pompy  and  Barbara  Procissi. 

Under  the  "No  Project"  alternative  the  DEIR  states  that  "the 
existing  mining  reclamation  plan  (Kaiser  Steel  Corporation  1978) 
may  be  implemented."   Section  2774  (e)  of  the  Surface  Mining  and 
Reclamation  Act  requires  "By  July  1,  1991,  each  lead  agency  shall 
submit  to  the  State  Geologist  for  every  active  or  idle  mining 
operation  within  its  jurisdiction,  a  copy  of  the  mining  permit 
required  pursuant  to  Section  2774,  and  any  conditions  or 
amendments  to  those  permits."  SMARA  requires  a  copy  of  the 
approved  reclamation  plan  to  be  sent  to  the  State. 

Our  files  do  not  have  a  copy  of  the  approved  1978  reclamation 
plan  cited  in  the  DEIR.   Our  files  do  indicate  a  proposed 
"Amendment  to  Reclamation  Plan  No.  107"  dated  November  1990.   The 
Department  commented  on  this  plan  December  28,  1990.   That 
amendment  also  proposed  a  landfill  site.   Was  this  DEIR  prepared 
for  that  same  proposed  amendment  of  November  1990?  Additionally, 
we  would  like  to  know  if  the  1978  reclamation  plan  is  the  current 
approved  reclamation  plan  on  file  with  the  lead  agency  under 
SMARA?   If  this  landfill  project  is  approved,  the  lead  agency  may 
also  need  to  approve  the  project  as  a  "revised  reclamation  plan" 
for  the  Eagle  Mountain  Iron  Ore  Mine. 

Please  send  a  copy  of  the  approved  reclamation  plan  and  permit 
issued  by  you,  as  the  lead  agency  under  SMARA.   The  approved 
documents  will  be  placed  in  the  Reclamation  Project  files 
pursuant  to  SMARA.   If  you  have  any  questions  on  these  comments, 
please  contact  James  Pompy,  Reclamation  Project  Manager  at 
(916)  323-8565. 


Stephen  Oliva 

Environmental  Program  Coordinator 
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STATE  Of  CALIFORNIA— BUSINESS,  TRANSPORTATION  AND  HOUSING  AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

ntcrvirr  o    o  r\    B#-.u  ... 


DISTRICT  8,  P.O.  BOX  231 

SAN  BERNARDINO,  CALIFORNIA     W402 

TDD  (7U)  383-4409 


August   21,    1991 

08-Riv-lo-Var 
08-Riv-60-Var 
08-Riv-9i-var 


Mr.    David  Mores 

JnInrTSide   C^nty  PlanninS  Department 
4080   Lemon  Street,    9th  Floor 

Riverside,    CA     92501 
Dear  Mr.    Mores: 


PETE  WILSON.   Goremor 
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PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 
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Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for 
Eagle  Mountain  T.^ndfil]  Pr-n-jo^f 

'OnsiXrSn'o^  — t  and  reguest 

°  possf^f  lt^°Uld  !ddress   the   relationship   and 

possible   conflicts  between  the   rail   operations 

coZ!SSd  t0T^iS  Pr°jeCt  and  those   ofthe  proposed 
Be™rdeinoraU  ^  L°S  Angeles  to  «iv«.ld.P3°K 

0         ^"^"^Wi^liSgS  Snsfer^ 
litter   or   odor  nuisance   to   the   public. 


HARVEY  J.  SAWYER,  Chief 
Transportation  Planninq 
CEQA/IGR 
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August  29,  1991     RIVERSIDE  COUNTY 

PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 


Dear  Sir: 


^=7:       -  "■    pro^ect  t0  go  thru,  we  need  disposal  sites  very 

£^^°2L5Sy^  *«-  *»*'  **  — te  3obs.  and  he  finally 
tfe'K  toS  gTa^nS^^8^  ^  ***  haS  **-*  — ased  hecause 
wxll^up^rt^.^16  -^  --^  good  ln  the  pro3ect  at  Eagle  Mountain  and 


i 


Thank  you , 

X-  Kaiser  employee  (Retiree) 


ALWAYS  : 
ZIP  COD' 


29  JLl 


QouuTy  if  fciu<L</ •?'/**.  ^><lPT7 


ATT  v.     ^acJt^     A^rf/Tes 
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DOCUMENT  0032 


Pamona  based  Mine:  Reclamation  Corporation  (MRC),  and  Browninq  Ferris 
Industries,  in  conjunction  with  Kaiser  Steel  Resources,  Inc.,  propose  the 
world's  largest  dump  at  Eagle  Mountain,   California. 

£11  ^f3n    iS„t0    brin9  J"    4'000    t0nS    0f  g^bage    per  day   by   truck,    and    16   000 
tons   of  garbage   per   day   by    rail.    The   trash    will  be  deposited   into  one  of  the 
huge    Pits    created    by    Kaiser    Steel    during    their    days    of  mining    iron  ore.    The 
site   >s   approximately    200   miles    east   of   Los    Angeles.    The   200  trucks  per  day 
an    average   of  on.   truok   «v*ry.4   «i„ut«,    JlJbo  oxhaust.ng  diesel    fu«T 

trucks  %heeaVnyo5a;rh-IPtUtir-  l^  ^^  "«™*Y  overloaded  with  hea^y 
trucks.    The   possibility  of  accidents   endangers   all  those  who  travel   Interstate 

JiLSZLZES!  F°R  ™?  CHUCKWALLA  VALLEY  (CCV),  have  many  concerns 
regarding  this  proposal- ;  One  major  concern  of  the  area  residents  is  the 
degradation /contamination"  of  our  groundwater.  The  "technology"  outlined  in 
the ^Environmental  Impact.  Report/Statement  (EIR/S),  to  be  implemented  by 
MRC,  is  of  inferior  quality.  The  mitigation  measures  might  work,  but  only  for 
a  short  period  of  time,   not  the  100  year  life  expectancy  of  the  project. 

Another  major  concern  includes  the  air  quality.  The  EIR/S  clearly  states  air 
quality  in  eastern  R,verside  County  and  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  will  have 
significant  negative  impacts,  and  will  not  be  reduced  below  a  level  of 
significance  after  mitigation.  We  all  agree  there  is  a  waste  disposal  crisis  in 
nr^Zn  Cal'forn'a-  !t  would  ^  f°°'ish,  however,  to  attempt  to  alleviate  one 
problem,  and  end  up  creating  additional  waste  problems  in  the  form  of 
groundwater  contamination  and  air  pollution.  The  air  quality  would  be 
annoying  and  noticable  -almost  immediately.  Groundwater  contamination  could 
occur,  and  go  on  for  a  very  long  time,  before  it  is  even  detected! 

ld?lvCefrromf°trhJarmeri  in,the  °eSert  Center  area'  is  the  transportation  of  the 
h«  1  m  u  ,rS  ^,?eleS  area  t0  Rive™de  County.  The  Coachella  Valley 
has  a  mu  ti-million  dollar  agricultural  industry  that  could  be  negatively 
impacted.    John    Schrader   from    the   County's    Agricultural    Department  said     "If 

mi  1  o',  tW°    f,ies'    a    19    sc^uare    mile    radius    w°uld    be    sprayed    with 

Malathion,    81    square   miles   would    be   quarantined    for    105   days."   In  the  worst 

case  scenario  the  possibility  of  crop  destruction  exists.  The  spraying  of 
Malathion  will  also  add  to  the  air  quality  problems.  ymgoT 

I^mn"  Th  JUr-St  a.  feW,°n  the  many  cor'ce™s  P^ple  have  with  the  proposed 
wh   fh        .u  y  Rive"ide    Board    of   Supervisors    has    the    last    say    on 

whether   the   project    is   to   be   permitted   or  not.    Mrs.    Patricia   "Corky"   Larson 
Supervisor    of    the    "host    district",     is    on     record     saying,     "If    there    is    any 
prSiS.- '  COntammati°n'    °r    the    dumP   affects   °"r   air   quality,    it's    a    dead 

There  are  two  Public  Hearings  with  the  BLM  regarding  this  proposal  • 
August  27th        7:00  p.m.  Palm  Desert  City  Hall 

August  28th        7:00  p.m.  Lake  Tamarisk  Recreation  Hall 

De^t  *cT>  °ne  °r  hT  °f  th6Se  hearin9s-  and  let  your  opinion  be  known! 
Desert  Center  is  a  small  community,  and  your  support  at  the  hearings  will' be 
greatly  appreciated.     It  is  time  to  let  all  of  California  know 

DESERT  CENTER  IS  NOT  THE  DUMPING  GROUND  FOR  THE  WORLD!!! 
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ETIZENS  FOR  THE  CHUCKWALLA  VALLEY  P.O.  BOX  397  DESERT  CENTER,  CA.  92239 
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73-510  FRED  WARING  DRIVE,  PALM  DESERT,  CALIFORNIA  92260 


TELEPHONE  (619)  346-0611 


August   27,    1991 


fl(JG2  9l9Sl 

RIVERSIDE  COUNTY 
PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 


Mr.  David  Mares 

County  of  Riverside 

4080  Lemon  Street,  9th  Floor 

Riverside,  California  92501 

Dear  Mr.  Mares: 

££".*£?    co^e^on  t^^Ltll^L^^    °f  the  C^  °f 
EIS/EIR.       We    would    like    ?h-.I  11        5i      Mountain   Landfill    Project 

and   considered7nU^epar:tLhnSoefCSeSainECl^lidHaS   ^^^   ™°** 

If  you  have   any   questions,    contact  me   at   extension   316. 

Sincerely, 


'John  Wohlmuth 
Environmental  Conservation  Manager 

JW:lm 
Enclosure 
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COMMENTS   ON  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  HR 

AS  APPROVED    BY  THE  PALM  DESERT  CITY  COUNCIL 

AT  ITS  MEETING   OF  AUGUST  22,  1991 


1  1. 

2  2. 

3  3. 

4  4. 

5  5. 

6  6. 

7  7. 

8  8. 

9  9. 


The  project  be  conditioned  to  have  all  waste  handled  throueh  an  MRF  r,rinr  *,  k  • 
hauled  by  rail  to  Eagle  Mountain.  g         ^^  pnor  t0  being 

=SSS SSESSS » =w 

composting  facility  on  site.  g      Mountain    w11  incorporate    a 

The  proposal  should  contain  mitigation  measures  regarding  the  PM  10  impact  at  the 

Riverside  County  and  the  affected  cities  should  lobby  for  AB  939  credits. 

a?rLmenT^0f^VerSide  *?**  'ldentify  Where  revenues  f™  the  tipping  fee 
agreement  are  to  be  spent.  A  percentage  of  the  tipping  fees  must  be  set  aside  for 
mmga.cn  measures  caused  by  the  project's  impact  on  Ewm  KvSia?  Sunty 

SflfSi  SA0Uln  "f-  CO"?tioned  to  accePt  all  mitigation  measures  set  for  by  the 
South  Coast  Azr  Quality  Management  District  including  railway  electrification 

SfhSffV*  RifversideT_should  condition  the  project  to  insure  that  one-half  of  the 
net  tipping  fees  stay  m  Eastern  Riverside  County  to  pay  for  appropriate   projects 
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To 


From 


1 


f 


1.  Projects  Coordinator 
Resources  Agency 

2.  Mr.  David  Mares 
Riverside  County  Planning 

Department 
4080  Lemon  Street,  9th  Floor 
Riverside,  California  92501 

Department  of  Fiih  and  Game 


Date 


August  26,  1991 


Ms.  Maryanne  Wetzel 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Palm  Springs  -  South  Coast 

Resource  Area 
400  South  Farrell  Drive, 

Suite  B-205 
Palm  Springs,  California  92262 


Subject-  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Draft  Environmental  Impact 

Report  (DEIS/DEIR)  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan,  Riverside 
County  -  SCH  89081413 

The  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (DFG)  has  reviewed  the 
DEIS/DEIR  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project,  Specific  Plan 
No.  252,  SCH  89081413.   The  project  proposes  to  convert  an 
existing  unused  open  pit  iron  mine  to  a  Class  III,  nonhazardous 
solid  waste  materials  landfill.   The  4,659-acre  project  site  is 
located  in  the  Eagle  Mountains,  northeastern  Riverside  County, 
California.   The  DFG  has  provided  detailed  comments  on  the  Draft 
Biological  Assessment  (DBA)  dated  July  30,  1991  and  it  appears 
that  the  current  DEIS/DEIR  has  been  circulated  at  such  an 
accelerated  time  frame  that  it  has  precluded  the  incorporation  of 
our  comments  and  recommendations  for  the  proposed  project.   There 
continues  to  be  several  concerns  regarding  this  project  and  we 
again  are  providing  the  following  comments,  general  and  specific, 
for  incorporation. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 

1  The  Habitat  Management  Areas  referenced  in  the  document  are 
inappropriate  for  comparison  to  the  proposed  project.   These  areas 
fall  into  a  different  metapopulation  south  of  Interstate  10.   A 
Habitat  Management  Plan  (HMP)  is  needed  specifically  for  the  Eagle 
Mountains,  and  must  be  available  for  public  review.   It  should  be 
incorporated  into  this  document.   At  this  time,  no  such  HMP 
exists.  (Page  235  and  corresponding  text) 

SURVEY  METHODOLOGY 

2  Floral  -   The  survey  methodology  information  presented  in  the 
document  is  inadequate.   Surveys  coinciding  with  the  emergence  of 
annual  plant  species  need  to  be  conducted  and  included  in  the 
DEIS/DEIR.   Due  to  the  current  drought  conditions,  additional 
botanical  surveys  also  need  to  be  conducted  and  included  in  the 
DEIS/DEIR.   Surveys  should  include  a  focused  search  effort  for 
listed,  candidate,  and  species  of  special  concern  that  exist  in 
the  proposed  project  site.  (Appendix  F,  pages  7-13  and 
corresponding  text) 
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conducted  during  the  late  snMnn  ™S  °9y  failS  t0  include  surveys 
of  seasonal  use^^^^^n  t^UsTs^ti!   TT^^ 
spring  and  early  summer  migrant  species  that  nlvlx  J  M  ! 


LISTED  AND  CANDIDATE  SPECIES 
Plant  Species 

expeKental  vithKf»n,n:e5  common   Th<  """P1"" . Proposal  remains 
California  Barrel  Cactus  -  The  lart  nf  =^=^„,*-   j- 
OrecopIaCsage  fjllvla  Jj!  »J"9»"°"/co»pBnsation  proposed  for  the 

SaJi  Lta!  s™  f^  "^  s.5.:dLTot:cub?t  ssd 

The  valu*  nf 1fh  *  ca?dldate  species  and  a  BLM  sensitive  species 

page  85)  J  "  sice.  (Pages  239,  464;  Appendix  F, 

Animal  Species 

NelSon'sSbi;h^?ngsL%S?ovL~canaLneferen?ed  f^1™  regarding 
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The  referenced  approximation  of  50  bighorn  sheep  in  the 
1986  survey  is  only  an  estimate.   Documentation  of  the  actual 
number  of  sheep  observed  should  be  incorporated  into  the  document 
(Page  235,  paragraph  3;  Appendix  F,  page  52,  paragraph  4) 
Population  estimates  provided  in  the  text  are  also  incorrect.   The 
document  must  reflect  current  and  accurate  information  on 
population  estimates  for  a  proper  evaluation  of  project  impacts  to 
this  species.  (Page  235,  paragraph  3;  Appendix  F,  page  52) 

The  document  states  the  intermountain  corridors  have  been 
documented  for  bighorn  sheep  in  the  California  desert  by  the  BLM. 
This  statement  needs  supporting  documentation  for  inclusion  into 
the  document.  (Page  235,  236,  paragraphs  4  and  3;  Appendix  F, 
page  52,  paragraph  2) 

The  statement  suggesting  that  bighorn  sheep  bedding  areas 
are,  or  may  be,  a  limiting  factor  for  sheep  populations  is  not 
recognized  by  the  DFG  as  being  valid.   We  recommend  the  statement 
be  removed  from  the  text.  (Appendix  F,  page  71,  paragraph  4;  and 
corresponding  text) 

The  loss  of  994  acres  of  undisturbed  prime  bighorn  sheep 
habitat  is  unacceptable  to  the  DFG  and  avoidance  of  this 
significant  loss  is  preferable.   if  direct  impact  continues  to  be 
preferred  by  the  applicant,  substantial  mitigation/compensation  to 
offset  the  direct  habitat  loss  will  be  appropriate  and  necessary 
prior  to  project  initiation.  (Page  453,  paragraph  4;  Appendix  F, 
page  71,  paragraph  3,  and  associated  text) 

The  citation  used  in  the  discussion  of  stress,  disease 
susceptibility  and  reproduction  success  is  inadequate.   Additional 
expertise,  citations,  and  discussion  are  warranted  and  need  to  be 
incorporated  into  the  current  document.  (Appendix  F,  page  71, 
paragraph  5  and  corresponding  text) 

In  the  Mitigation/Compensation  section  discussing  the 
monitoring  study,  the  two  year  baseline  Telemetry  Study  is  vague 
and  the  specific  details  are  unclear.   A  detailed  Study  Plan 
should  be  submitted  to  the  DFG  for  approval  prior  to  initiation  of 
the  Study,  and  the  completed  Study  Plan  should  be  incorporated 
into  the  current  DEIS/DEIR.   in  addition,  the  document  should 
include  a  minimum  of  four  new  reliable  water  sources  on  the 
mountain  and  one  along  the  rail  line,  as  compensation  for  the  loss 
of  current  water  sources.   The  document  discusses  the  potential 
for  translocation  of  sheep  to  these  new  drinkers  (if  needed).   a 
detailed  plan  for  this  operation  must  be  provided,  including' 
identification  of  the  party  assuming  financial  responsibility. 
(Page  454,  Appendix  F,  and  corresponding  text).   These  new 
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must   be   filled  by  trlnsSortatfoin^  natural   Precipitation,    they 
operate   and  me^thei?  Sbjec  s       We    further"^   ""   C°ntinue    *> 

M      "^   aaaressed    in    the    current    DEIS/DEIR. 

oeeu,rSrJi2SJ*.-tl2;  Saei;r?rKkPfi;oht(SESf2  gacularius) 

Table    5.    (Appendix   F)  t-reek,    not    in   ponds    as    stated    in 

FigureU?OfiShpupIisrhbUto°da^r  hCalifornia    i«   incorrect   as    shown   in 
C.Ll    or  -os^calionS  s^wn   ^h^F^r^  ^eotS.2:Che11' 

you.       (Appendix   F)  '  Pr°vi<*e    this    information    to 

Ma;ch\°99i.thWr?tLfnSerroneousS  SSlSf*  t0  Pre£J°°d  c«^tiJS  by 
of  pupfish  populations  can  be  drawn  ^o°n,v,re?a5ding  the  Ramies7 
in    the   document.    (Applndix    F)  ^    the    lnf°™ati°n   presented 
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Mitigation/compensation  for  adverse  impacts  to  pupfish 
resulting  from  project  implementation  cannot  be  through  the 
existing  monitoring  of  pupfish  populations  in  Salt  Creek  by  the 
DFG.   Annual  surveys  are  conducted  as  a  part  of  the  recovery  plan 
for  the  species  and  are  not  associated  in  any  way  to  this  or  any 
other  project.   Mitigation/compensation  must  be  borne  by  the 
project  applicant  and  must  fully  offset  any  negative 
project-related  impacts.  (Appendix  F) 

Prior  to  project  approval,  response  procedures  should  be 
developed  in  the  event  of  a  rail  accident  in  the  vicinity  of 
desert  pupfish  habitat.   In  addition  to  a  qualified,  responsible 
biologist  being  included  as  a  response  and  cleanup  team  member, 
the  DFG  and  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  must  be  notified 
immediately  of  any  incident.  (Appendix  F) 

Desert  Tortoise  -  One  of  the  most  controversial  aspects  of 
the  proposed  project  is  its  potential  for  increasing  the  local 
population  of  ravens  and  the  result  adverse  impacts  to  the  desert 
tortoise  (Gopherus  agassizii) .   These  birds  are  efficient 
predators  of  small  tortoises  and  an  increase  in  their  numbers 
■could  very  well  cause  a  decrease  in  tortoises  in  the  general 
vicinity  of  the  landfill.   While  the  mitigation  measures 
concerning  ravens  appear  adequate,  we  recommend  that  Mine 
Reclamation  Corporation  (MRC)  form  a  raven  advisory  workgroup  to 
review  raven  monitoring  data  collected  by  MRC,  evaluate  its 
implications,  and  propose  raven  control  measures,  if  needed. 
Membership  should  be  solicited  from  the  BLM,  the  US  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  the  DFG,  and  other  pertinent  organizations. 
(Appendix  F,  page  83-84) 

The  possible  practice  of  translocating  tortoises  is  mentioned 
in  the  event  culverts  under  the  rail  line  are  not  utilized  by 
tortoises  to  move  from  one  side  of  the  railroad  tracks  to  the 
other.   If  suitable  designed  culverts  or  bridges  are  available  to 
the  tortoise,  there  will  most  likely  be  utilization  by  enough 
tortoises  to  prevent  genetic  isolation.   Translocation  is 
unacceptable  to  the  DFG  when  more  appropriate  measures  are 
available.  (Appendix  F,  page  85-86) 

The  tortoise  barriers  proposed  for  installation  along  Eagle 
Mountain  Road  should  be  at  least  18  inches  high.   In  addition, 
these  barriers  must  be  monitored  periodically  to  spot  sand  buildup 
and  provide  subsequent  sand  removal  to  prevent  tortoises  from 
passing  over  them.  (Appendix  F,  page  86) 
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».„<  J!fiy2U  h3Ve  3£y  ?uestions'  Please  contact  Mr.  Fred  Worthley, 
Regional  Manager,  Region  5,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,       Y 

tel0ephoneen(2S?3r59?-51ie3f0'  ^  B"Ch'  California  90802, 


j^C-W-OvJ  J(     ScZ-rtx^Xv 


Pete  Bontadelli 
Director 


cc:   Mr.  Frank  Hoover 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
Long  Beach,  California 

Mr.  Gerald  Mulcahy 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
Long  Beach,  California 

Ms.  Kim  Nicol 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

Long  Beach,  California 

Mr.  Vern  Bleich 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

Bishop,  California 

Mr.  Ray  Bransfield 

US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Laguna  Niguel,  California 
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Tom  Aikin 

P  0  Box  375 

Desert  Center,  CA   92239 

Phone  619-227-3453 

September  3,  1991 


4080  Lemon  Street   9th  Floor 
Riverside,  CA    92507 


SEP  0  5  799, 


ni  RIVERSIDE  COUNT/ 


ATTENTION:       David    Mares 


Dear    Sir: 

ComLnitrCorrectf^inLcni^ni^r^  ^^  C-P°"tion 
near  Desert  Center  Cali  nrn    Y  l°cated  at  Eagle  Mountain 

As  a  member  of  the  Lake  T^-T^**6  Tameri^  California. 

connected  with  the'  clTntyTel^eTr^L^V"   "^  iS 
report  to  you  there  ha*  L.!  ZZ  *51'  T    would  like  to 

board  concLning  tL  Correctionar^i  n'S  ^  "°   the 
Mountain.   The  incrM«  ^     !   Facility  at  Eagle 

brought  up  in  an?  WbJic   d   "  *  ^esidence  ^   not  been 
that  MTCCCF  has  been  an  asset  17  ^    meetin3s-   We  feel 

employed  many  of  our  local    siLn    *    COmmunity-   They  have 
has  been  a  pLitive  economy  boost  for  th^I  "pacities  ^ich 
reaching  as  far  as  BlvM»Vn>??#-  entire  community 

gracious  in  allowing  Juardef  t   T*'   MTC  has  been  m™t 

community  helping"?  J^u/Xs""  cleaT*  S  °Ur  l0C31 
provide  any  other  infn~,L       sert  clean.   if  ve    can 
Please  contact us. lnformatlon  regarding  community  acceptance 


Tom  Aikin 
CSA51  Advisory  Board  Chairman 
Lake  Tamerisk,  CA 


cc   Honorable  Patricia  "Corky"  Larson 
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Walt  Hopkins 
P.O.  Box  247 
Desert  Center,  CA 
September  2,  1991 


92239 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs  -  South  Coast  Region 

63-500  Garnet  Ave. 

N.  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

Attn:  Marianne  Wetzel 


iZlt  iflS^ESiZ opinion  regarding  the  proFX3sed  landfiU 

I  worked   for  Kaiser  Steel   Corporation  as  a  heavy  duty  truck  driver 

SseTfuel  ^iV  bUUdOZerS  ^  at  1-^SStr fllfb^fi 
diesel  fuel,  which  were  in  operation  24  hours  a  day,    7  days  a  week 

Sr  JSt       The  h^5°rtDn  ^CkS   ^^^   15°   t0  300'gal£n1  oTlSi 
Per  shift.     The  beneficiation  and  pellet  plants  were  in  operation 

Tn^Tr  hY  ^'Wel1-     BUt  ln  aU  «■  years  J  worked  at  the^S 
I  never  heard  one  person  complain  of  air  pollution. 

ffi  ™" 'Jss  "?£-•&  "5  sasre- 

^.S'l^jS  2  Sldl"e'   J  "*  Ute  to  "— *  that  in  the 

i^f^^-S011^10"'     If  ^  wter  in  the  holding  ponds  used  at  the 
mane  site  did  not  contaminate  the  underground  water  in  all^ne  vears 

£dd  ^?1SVable  *■  ^n  ""»*  °f  SS  of  a  landfiU^S 
Thank  you  for  adding  my  name  to  those  who  would  accept  the  landfill 

E&iEE2:  *  v  opinion' ifc  ^ d  te  a  ^  ^"Si 

Very  truly  yours, 


Walt  Hopkins 
(619)  227-3135 


ifi  W.W.W.V.KK 
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The  Truitts 

P.O.  Box  104 
Desert  Center,  Cfl  92239 


September  1 ,  1 991 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs  -  South  Coast  Region 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

N.  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

Attn:  ESarianne  Wetzel 
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to  all  of  soutSrfcairfSia         ^  **"  Pr°3eCt  ""^  te  *-^ial 
SrStS™^  S  X  *!!  me6till9S  rondUCted  *  Mine  ^lamtion 
Please  add  our  names  to  those  who  support  the  project. 


Will  and  Mickey  Truitt       ^ 
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RIVERSIDE  COUNTY 
FIRE  DEPART 


210  WEST  SAN  JACINTO  AVENUE  •  PERRIT 
(714)  657-3183 


GLEN  J.  NEWMAN 
FIRE  CHIEF 


NIA 

SEP  0  51991 


August    29,     1991 


RIVERSIDE  COUNTY 
"LANNING  DEPARTMENT 


David  Mares 
County  of  Riverside 
4080   Lemon  St. 
9th.    Floor 
Riverside,    CA     92501 

Dear  Sir: 

t„*  ?USVlr\  DeP^rtinent  has  reviewed  the  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  and  feel  the  following  questions  need  to  be 
addressed  in  the  final  report. 

*"        ^k"9  responsibility  for  hazardous  materials  incidents 

yiXS/£"TldZ  COUntY'  We  are  concerned  about  container 
leakage  during  transport  on  truck  and  train.   While  we 
recognize  that  there  is  a  commitment  to  preclude  hazar- 
dous materials  from  entering  into  the  container  prior  to 
SfcZS^V?  ^estion  what  effect,  even  small  amounts  of 
i£?!I  Wl11  bave  Wlth  20,000  tons  of  waste  being  trans- 
ported over  the  same  routes  every  day  for  115  years. 

2.   On  page  342  under  "Fires  In  Refuse  Lands"  the  report 

tttlflk   lPrt  "50r  difficult  fires,  deep  borings  can  be 
XnJJni    *ilq^d  -arb°n  dioxide  ca"  be  pumped  into  the 
landfill   The  liquid  carbon  dioxide  cools  the  material 

tht  ^3Cf  ,-Xygen  and  is  very  effective  in  controlling 
SJLSS!*.  5  ^f6-  ThlS  type  of  sta9ed  response  would  be 
protect!"    in       emergency  response  planning  for  the 

bLnsId^andnwh?tSt^t0  lm°W  Whe56  th±S  type  of  ^P^cation  has 
ILf  1  ,  ,fc  success  was  achieved.  We  would  also  like  to 
tSSZSL  itJXTe  dePartment  on  firm  using  this  method  to  get  the 
training  requirements  and  equipment  needs. 
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In    addition   we    would    like    to    <=o<       *.u 

on-site    storage    of    the    carh™f   *  •        •    rePort    contain    details    for 


Yours  in  Fire  Safety, 


GJN/rrb 
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S£P  05193/ 


RIVERS/DE  COUNTY 
"UNNWQ  DEPARTMENT 


August  29,  1991 


Dear  Sir: 


1 


My  name  is  Walter  L.  Rector  I  support  the  project  in  making  Eagle  Mountain  into 

a  trash  disposal. 

I  think  that  under  watchfull  eyes  and  taking  proper  care  of  the  railways,  to  make 

sure  that  the  environment  will  be  safe. 

I  also  think  that  it  will  help  making  a  mountain  that  is  of  no  use  at  this  time 

a  good  site  to  use.  We  need  the  project  to  go  thru,  we  need  disposal  sites  very 

badly. 

It  will  not  only  help  disposing  of  the  trash,  but  create  jobs,  and  be  financially 

good  for  our  communities. 

Our  space  is  running  out  to  put  trash,  our  trash  has  already  increased  because 

they  have  to  go  further  now  to  dump. 

I  hope  that  the  people  will  see  the  good  in  the  project  at  Eagle  Mountain  and 

will  support  it. 

People  should  be  aware  of  the  main  problem,  that  is  trash. 

My  entire  family  is  behind  this  project. 


Thank  you, 

X-  Kaiser  employee  (Retiree) 


WALTER  L.   RECTOR 

825  PENNSYLVANIA  AVE. 

COLTON,  CA  92324 


COUNTY  OF  RIVERSIDE",  "PLANNING  DEPT. 
4080  LEMON  STREET,  9th  FLCCP 
RXVmSIDE,  CA.  S2507 


YTT:  DAVID  MARES 
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DOCUMENT  0040 


C.  G.  Boyd  &  Associates,  Inc. 

The  Environmental  Group 


Mess.  (714)681-2954 


** 


1 


28  August  1991 


TO:   Clerk  of  the  Board 

Riverside  County  Cupervisors 


SEP  0  6  1991 


Re:   Alternative  to  Eagle  Mountain    Integrated  Systems 
Honorable  Supervisors  ~  ybLen,s 

There  has  been  much  said  about  what  whould  be  don-  to 
oispose  of  our  Municipal  garbage  and  totally  elimina-p 
where  the  materlals  from  ^^    into  our  landfills  rlclrdless 
rhnnL    y  *"  P"erated-  But  regardless  of  the  method  we 
choose,  any  method  that  can  do  the  job,  is  better  than 
putting  our  problem  into  landfills  and  altimJtely 
our  water  supply  and  the  air  we  breath 


contaminating 


"°fh  °      !  lw  9°ver™ent,  involved  in  waste  manag-ment 
either  seem  to  be  spending  much  of  their  time  look   c 

needed  fS°HU\10nS  t0  °Ur  W3Ste  Problems,  or  alocatinc  mu"ch 
needed  funds  towards  short  term  solutions,  that  late-  on 
only  prove  to  be  more  costly  to  the  consume^  and  tit' 
payer,  then  effective,  give  little  or  no  real  solution 
to  our  municipal  garbage  problem,  and  only  ends  Go  as 
another  way  to  contaminate  our  environment.   Eac'e 
Mountain  is  just  another  one  of  these  so  called  "solutions . 

I!rpE^V1IOS^tal  ImpaCt  Report  on  Ea?le  Mountain,  is  nothinc 
more  than  2000  pages  of  the  same  as  any  other  EIP  government 
■r"^"  c°^ract  to  have  repaired.   It  addresses  Ivsr "J   e 
in  the  book  under  environmental,  but  has  little  en  t:-'  issue 

fl?tae'  rh3t  WU1  be  the  results  on  our  environment  is 
Eagle  Mountain's  designated  as  an  approved  landfill,  and 
is  there  any  proven  alternatives  to  having  a  landfir  at 
Eagle  Mountain  or  any  place  else  as  far  as  that  is  concerned. 

should^S'-in  Environmental  Quality  Act  points  out  "A  Aoency 
S   !   al  PPT  a  pr°3ect  «  proposed  if  there  are  any 
feasible  alternatives  available  that  would  substantially 
lessen  any  significant  effects  that  the  project  oropesed 
would  have  on  our  environment,  if  aporoved      ProPcse^ 
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Ltr  to  Board  of  Supervisors  &  Councilpersons 

Rel-  iAlternative  to  Landfills 


The  CEQA  says  the  meaning  of  "Environment0  is  the  physical 
condition  which  exist  within  the  project  area  which  will 
be  effected  by  the  proposed  project,  and  'Feasible0  is, 
capable  of  being  accomplished  in  a  successful  manner  within 
a  reasonable  period  of  time,  taking  into  account  economics, 
environmental  issues,  socal  and  technological  factors. 

Alternative,  according  to  webster,  is  a  choice  between  two 
things,  that  one  is  false,  then  the  other  must  be  true.  I 
can  fine  no  place  that  proves  the  Eagle  Mountain  to  be 
false,  when  it  come  down  to  if  the  project  would  have  an 
adverse  effect  on  any  part  of  the  environment  if  approved, 
but  in  the  same  respect,  if  the  site  was  approved,  is  it 
true  that  it  would  have  an  adverse  effect  on  the  environc, 
ment  within  the  area.   Its  difficult  to  determine  either 
when  you  read  the  Environmental  Impact  Report,  because 
there  is  so  much  non  associated  material  covered  in  the 
report,  its  difficult  to  see  and  understand  the  true 
report  if  it  is  there. 


m 


i 


Example:   The  report  covers  Coating  Solids,  as  if  it 

were  an  explosive  -  when  everyone  in  the  coatings 
industry,  knows  when  coating  materials  become  hard 
and  cured,  they  are  inert  and  not  explosive. 

Much  of  the  Migation  outlined  in  the  report,  covers 
every  issue  under  the  sum,  within  the  environmental 
text  books,  but  does  nothing  to  show,  how  =  potential 
environmental  problem  associated  with  the  project, 
can  be  provented. 


Ozone-  Everyone,  including  SCAQMD,  knows  that  a 
landfill,  and  the  environment  associated  with  a 
landfill,  has  much  more  effect  on  the  Ozone  than 
the  incineration  of  garbage  or  Hazardous  Materials. 

Transportation  -  SCAQMD  just  reported  how  particilate 
from  a.Disel  trucks  can  ma£e  everyone  sick,  and 
200  of  these  trucks,  plus,  will  not  help  those  within  T"<^> 
community  around  Eagle  Mountain. 

When  you  read  the  Environmental  Impact  report,  you  soon 
realize  that  it  convently  left  out*-  much,  such  as,  "FAIR  SHARE" 
The  amounts  of  money  it  would  take  to  build  the  site,  and 
the  amounts  of  money  each  county  and  city  have  to  gain,  if 
they  use  the  site.   No  landfills  are  not  our  answer,  but  is 
the  answer  for  those  who  are  too  good  to  face  the  garbage 
problems  in  their  own  areas.- 


Charles  G  Boyd 
7548  Lakeside  Drive 
Riverside,  California  92509 


SEE  INCLOSURE  ALTERNATIVE 
TO  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN 
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ALTERNATIVES  TO 
the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project 


August  IS.  1991 


Recent  dramatic  shortfalls  have  occurred  in 
casting  and  projected  landfill  resources 
nationwide.  As  a  consequence.  landfill  tippme 
(dumping)  fees  have  nsco  rapidJv.  New  EPa  rules 
for  landfills  are  expected  to  heighten  the  probl-rr 
by    forcing    ,he    closure    of    Buy  , sub-standard 

management  legislation  has  also  recently  tie's 
passed  to  many  states  These  laws,  which  a"re 
expected  to  be  a  nationwide  trend,  force 
communities  to  address  [heir  own  solid  *!$;] 
disposal  problems  within  a  narrow  i,roe  period  with 
mandatory  recycling  stipulations.  Unfortunately 
development  and  tojplfmfntl'.ioo  of  technologica' 
alternatives  seriously  lags  both  the  increasing 
landfill  space  problem  as  well  as  the  new  legislative 
timetables.  This  has  created  a  substantia]  window" 
of-opportunity  for  project  development  activities 
which  .provide  long-term,  cost-effective  and 
environmentally  sound  alternatives. 

An  alternative  whjch  is  currently  gainine  favor  is 
the        establishment       of       "integrated- "     waste 
management  facbt.es.  These  facilities  are  designed 
lo       combine       various       uaste        manaeernent 
technologies  and  methodologies  in  one  site  in  order 
to  provide  economies  of  scale,  more  comprehensive 
services  for  local  communities,  and  consolidation  of 
uevelopmsnt  and  financing  costs  and  efforts    This 
concept  us  in  particular  favor  in  areas  with  rapidly 
expanding     population     and     industrial     growth 
coupled     with      increasingly     stringent      disposal 
regulations. 

THE  INDUSTRY 

The  fundamentals  of  (he  solid  waste 
management  industry  are  chaneing  rapidlv.  These 
changes  are  global.  The  effects  of  these 'changes 
reach  all  aspects  of  our  economy,  our  environment 
and  our  way  of  life.  The  fledgling  awareness  of 
these  changes  by  our  consumers,  media  and 
governments  suggests  that  our  sociery  is  just 
beginning  t0  confront  the  absolute  necessity  for 
comprehensive  restructuring  of  our  methods  and 
means  of  waste  management. 

Understanding  the  fundamentals  of  the  solid 
waste  management  industry  and  recognizing  the 
changes  in  each  of  them  is  important  in  order  to 


understand  the  need  for  the  development  of  trulv 
integrated  was,;  management  systems  The 
following  discissions  identify  and  explain  major 
factors  which  are  affecting  this  industrv  and  the 
development  0f  ocw  u^c  management 
alternatives.  Emanation  of  their  impact  u^>n  the 
industry,  as  well  as  their  complex  interrelationships 
clarifies  the   need  hr  an   integrated  approach.  It 

management  fioiities  as  a  managed-risk  business 
concept  and  as  an  inevitable  component  c  the 
current  and  funre  waste  management  indusLry 

L\.N-DFii.r.r\r./AiTTPv.TpTr 

V-'aste  disposal  has  traditionally  been  a  localized 
problem  with  regional  solutions.  In  the  earh  pin  of 
the     century,     incineration     was     a     simple    and 
economical  solution,  with  sanitary  landfillto;:  as  the 
only  alternative  However,  sLrmgcnt  emissions  laws 
-ere   implemented   to   the   late   sixties,   and  most 
incinerators    were    forced    to   shut    down   due    to 
inability     to     comply     with      emissions     control 
standards.      Consequently,      sanitary      lani'dling 
became  the  disposal  method  of  choice.  Efforts  to 
preserve  laodfiii  space  and  concern  about  eserev 
conservation   the;   focused   attention   on  resource 
recovery/mass-bum  faculties.  Tnese  facilities  bum 
unseparated,  minimally  prepared  waste  to  order  to 
generate    steam    and/or    electricirv.    Operational 
difficulties  encountered  by  these  types  of  faculties. 
as  well  as  significant  problems  associated  ui^  I0GC 
emissions    and   tone   asb    residue   disposal    have 
recently  shifted  attention  toward  alternatives  which 
have  less  adverse  impact  on  the  environment,  such 
as   Refuse    Derived    Fuel    (RDF)   or   composting. 
RDF  facilities  separate  out  noo-corabusiables.  and 
recyclables  prior  to  combustion  and  produce  more 
favorable  emissions  and  less  toxic  ash.  Composting 
biologically  degrades  waste  into  horticultruaJ/land 
applications  prevjuas. 

Undfilltog,  to  the  meantime,  has  come  under 
strong  criticism  due  to  increasing  awareness  of 
landfilling's  almost  inevitable  detrimental  impact 
upon  groundwater  supplies.  Fewer  than  6%  of  the 
landfills  to  (he  United  States  meet  the  new 
Regulation  D  guidelines  for  design  and  operation. 
The  EPA  recognizes  that  it  is  onjy  a  matter  of  time 
before  even  the  best  designed  and  managed  landfill 
leaks.  As  a  consequence;  greater  attention  has  been 
placed    upon    the    ryp«    0f    substances    being 
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deposited  in  landfills.  Sub-standard  landfills  are 
being  dosed.  Expansion  permits  are  being  denied, 
and  existing  landfills  arc  filling  to  capacity.  Major 
costly  upgrades  arc  being  required  for  most 
landfills.  The  direa  results  arc  substantial 
reductions  in  available  space,  and  skyrocketing 
tipping  fees  for  heavily  populated  areas  which  have 
a    high    dependence    upon    landGUiae.    The    time 


can  have  serious  and  long-term  impact  for 
communities  and/or  regions.  Unfortunately,  only  a 
small  body  of  law  and  few  significant  enforceable 
penalties  exist  with  which  to  police  the  industry. 
The  lists  of  toxic  substances  only  grows,  and  the 
cost  for  cleanup  of  mistakes  or  abuses  is 
catastrophic  Consequently,  development  activities 
inevitably  foster  protest  rather  than  support,  with 


I 


■:■:-: 


for    proper     alternatives    to     be    evaluated     and 
implemented.  Consequently,  a  crisis  has  developed. 

TERRITORIALISM 

A  new  phenomenon  which  is  occurring  as  a 
result  of  the  current  and  impending  landfill  crises, 
is  regional  territorialism  with  regard  to  available 
landfill  space.  For  example,  many  states  are 
investigating  or  have  passed  legislation  which 
restricts  out-of-state  waste.  Other  states  are 
considering  imposing  heavy  "host"  penalty 
surcharges  to  out-of-state  dumpers.  Protection  of 
regional  landffU  capaciry  appears  to  be  becoming  a 
statewide  issue  rather  than  a  problem  left  for  local 
municipalities  or  private  operators  As  a 
consequence,  development  activities  which  are 
designed  to  enhance  in-state  landfill  capaciry,  which 
also  allow  full  compliance  for  surroundine 
communities  with  mandatory  recycling'  euidelines, 
are  becoming  better  received  politically.  logislicaJly 
and  environmentally. 

IMAGE 

Image  has  always  been  a  problem  for  the  waste 
management  industry.  It  begins  with  the  simple  fact 
that  waste  materials  are  unattractive  a!  best.  Unless 
forced  to  face  the  problem  directly  by  law  or 
circumstance,  the  public  has  traditionally  preferred 
to  have  waste  management  "out-of-sight,  out-of- 
mind".  The  sensory  offensiveness  of  the  product 
which  is  handled  and  the  sometimes  demeaning 
image  of  those  who  handle  it  do  utile  to  enhance 
the  .perceived  images  of  current  or  future  projects 
to  the  public  In  addition,  media  attention  has 
traditionally  focused  on  environmental  abuses, 
controversies  berween  developers  or  government 
agencies  and  communities,  and  long-standing 
affiliations  of  organized  crime  members  with  the 
waste  management  industry.  The  "cash-based"  high 
margin  aspects  of  traditional  waste  management 
practices  often  promote  significant  abuses  which 


arc  generally  favored  as  the  solid  waste 
management  process         of         choice         by 

environmentalists  and  consumers.  Recycling 
projects,  however,  have  often  been  frowned  upon 
because  they  lacked  solid  economic  benefits  and 
required  consistent  subsidies  in  order  to  survive. 
Additionally,  recycling  advocates  were  frequently 
viewed  as  radical  and/or  eccentric  and  have 
consequently  had  difficulties  establishing  credibility 
in  financial  circles. 

As  waste  management  activities  have 
progressed  to  enter  the  mainstream  of  our  society, 
so  has  their  reputation  in  the  professional  and 
financial  arenas.  Improving  project  economics,  a 
greater  pool  of  quality  industry  talent  and 
operators,  and  a  vastly  improved  depth  of  waste 
management  experience  for  municipalities, 
environmentalists,  developers  and  financiers  have 
brought  improved  credibility  to  the  industry  as  a 
whole.  Components  of  the  industry,  such  as 
recycling  have  become  highly  competitive  industries 
in  themselves.  Private  and  institutional  investors 
have  more  confidence,  comparative  data  and 
experience  in  this  industry.  Steady  growth  in 
municipal  financings  for  solid  waste  management, 
consistently  successful  initial  public  offerings,  and 
the  continued  formation  of  substantial  venture 
capital  funds  dedicated  solely  to  waste  management 
investment  opporiunJties,  indicate  growing 
experience  and  positive  sentiment  regarding  the 
substantial  growth  and  return  on  investment 
potential  of  the  industry.  Municipalities,  short  of 
capital  and  eager  to  avoid  the  long  and  complex 
process  of  government  sponsored  development 
activities,  very  often  endorse  privatization  of  waste 
management  activities.  The  dramatic  increases  in 
the  prices  consumers  and  municipalities  are  willing 
or  forced  to  pay  for  disposal  of  waste  is  a  bonanza 
for  many  private  developers.  The  success  and 
attention  received  by  many  reputable 
entrepreneurs  and  businesses  as  a  result  have 
unproved  the  credibility  of  the  industry  as  a  whole. 
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THE  NIMBY  SYNDROMF. 

The  Nol-ln-My-Back-Yard  (NIMBY)  synd/omc 
is  a  growing  faaor  in  waste  management,  and  it 
should  not  be  underestimated  in  approaching  the 
analysis  of  any  waste  management  projea  or 
industry  segment.  No  one  wants  a  waste  processing 
facility  in  their  own  bade  yard,  and  consumers  and 

.     :      «    ■'    •    u*y  ■_■   ,P . 

battles  against  waste  projects  for  years.  Recently, 
however,  coalition  efforts,  strong  and  well-financed 
environmental  lobbying,  readily  available  pro  bono 
and  contingency  legal  services,  and  aggressive 
supportive  media  have  given  great  influence  and 
credibility  to  NIMBY  activities.  Consequently,  the 
NIMBY  syndrome  now  represents  a  significant  risk 
for  project  development  and  waste  management 
activities,  especially  where  there  is  a  perceived 
potential  adverse  impact  upon  community  and 
environment.  It  holds,  therefore,  that  a  proper 
approach  to  making  a  substantial  entry  into  the 
solid  waste  management  market  should  ce 
around  mollifying  the  NIMBY  risk  faaor  as 
as  possible,  while  establishing  a  presence  an. 
operating  base.  The  easiest  way  to  do  this  is  to 
initially  minimize  development  activities  associated 
with  burning  and  emissions,  and  to  develop  instead 
the  components  to  an  integrated  solid  waste 
management  system  that  are  embraced  by  most 
parties,  i.e.,  recycling  and  landlH!  avoidance. 

A  longer  term  strategy  for  the  implementation 
of  more  comprehensive  capabilities,  such  as 
incineration,  if  applicable,  gives  more  time  to 
properly  address  the  potential  impact,  such  as 
construction  or  permitting  delays,  which  the 
NIMBY  syndrome  could  have  upon  the  placement 
of  these  facilities.  Recent  advances  in  recycling  and 
composting  technologies  are  reducing  the  need  for 
incineration,  particularly  with  MSW. 

POLITICS 

The  impact  of  waste  management  projects  and 
practices  upon  our  environment,  community  and 
cost  of  living,  brings  them  is  issues  into  the 
political  arena,  especially  if  tai  dollars  are  used  for 
their  implementation.  Politicians  have  traditionally 
been  reluctant  to  deal  directly  with  the  problem 
because  of  the  inherent  conflict  of  short-term 
political  motivations,  i.e.,  four  or  two  year  term,  vs. 
the    need    for    long-term    solutions;    (NTMTO) 


me  * 

aa.te 


Syndrome  -  Not-In-My-Term-of-Office.  In  the  past, 
the  predominant  political  activity  associated  with  a 
waste  management  project  was  specific  to  the 
region  affected  by  the  project  with  little  or  no 
comprehensive  involvement  by  more  broad-based 
political  entities.  Consequently,  knowledge  of  only 
the  regional  political  variables  was  necessary  for 
the   development   and   completion  of  most  waste 


This  is  no  longer  the  case.  In  the  past  decade. 

the  results  of  previous  abuses  of  natural  resources, 

improper     waste      management      practices     and 

increased  understanding  of  the  toxic  or  detrimental 

effects  of  waste  substances  have  begun  to  add  light 

to  the  far-reaching  and  lasting  impact  of  any  waste 

management  activities.  Politicians  are  now  listening 

to  the  needs  of  a  more  global  constituency  as  more 

and     more     communities     add     conviction     and 

resources   behind   territorialism   and   the   NIMBY 

^nfaTome.  New  aw-areness  by  consumers  as  their 

i£m*uiiiues     and      purse-strings     are     affected, 

oupled  with  strong  media  focus  on  environmental 

issues,  have   fueled   the   evolution   of  solid  w-astc 

management  into  a  global  political  platform  issue 

and   consequently  into   an  important   medium  for 

change  Politicians  are  now'  forced  to  deal  with  th: 

problem  because   it   affects   them   from   so  man\ 

areas.    They   face    new    fin  and  a]    oblieations    for 

disposal  alternatives  or  landfill  costs.  Thev  also  face 

legal  and  environmental  imperatives  which  include 

severe  penalties  and  image  repercussions    Finalh. 

the  size  of  the  problem  and  the  perceived  impact  it 

will     have    upon    future    generations    is    forcing 

politidans    to     move     away    from     the    NTMTO 

Syndrome  and  to  make  often  high  profile  decisions. 


It  should  be  highlighted  that  this  is  a  new- 
trend  and  significant  policy  or  programmatic 
changes  are  only  recently  being  seen. 
Consequently,  where  politics  as  a  component  of  any 
waste  management  project  was  a  necessary,  but 
limited  evil  in  the  past,  it  is  now  often 
unrecognized  as  a  major  faaor  which  must  be 
approached  with  not  ody  the  same  regional 
insights  as  in  the  past,  but  also  with  more 
comprehensive  understanding,  foresight  and 
resources. 
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LEGISLATION 

Legislation  affecting  tie  solid  waste 
management  industry  has  been  slow  10  evolve. 
Some  of  the  factors  contributing  to  this  have  been: 
few  precedents  as  a  base  for  a  body  of  law,  few  pas; 
incentives  to-  dictate  change;  and  poor 
understanding    on    tie    part    of    legislators    and 

- -—  -  s c< 

magnitude  of  tic  waste  disposal  problems  and  also 
with  regard  to  a  proper  course  of  corrective  and 
enforcement  actions. 

Increased  political  pressures  for  reform, 
coupled  with  vastly  improved  environmental-impact 
data  bases,  iave  allowed  law-makers,  who  arc 
tiemselves  now  better  informed,  to  take  direct. 
and,  in  many  cases,  substantive  actions.  These 
actions  have  taken  many  different  approaches. 
However,  the  objectives  are  the  same  -  coaservke 
landfill  space  and  protecting  tie  environment. 
Current  and  proposed  solid  waste  rnanagemen 
legislation  across  tie  nation  focuses  on  se 
consistent  steps  toward  the  development  of 
integrated  solid  waste  management  programs 
which  avoid  landfilling  and  minimize  environmental 
impact. 

First,  poorly  designed  or  managed  landfills  arc 
being  forced  to  closed  and/or  comply  with  new 
standards,  and  new  landfill?  are  severely  restricted 
This  adds  value  lo  modem  well  managed  landfills. 
It  also  forces  much  greater  attention  on  tic 
conservation  and  acquisition  of  future  landfill  space 
by  both  municipal  agencies  and  private  landfill 
operators.  This  also  presents  significani 
opportunities  for  the  developers  of  alternatives  to 
landfills  such  as  integrated  waste  manaeeroent 
facilities  which  recycle  and  reuse 'much  of  tic  waste 
stream. 

Second,  mandated  recycling  is  become  lie 
norm.  Solid  waste  management  includes  recyding. 
It  may  not  be  tie  largest  component,  but  it  is  tie 
most  palatable,  and  consequently,  the  most  likely 
first  step.  Current  trends  favor  tie  adoption  of 
nationwide  mandatory  recycling  legislation  such  as 
that  which  has  already  been  passed  in  numerous 
states,  including  California.  In  many  states, 
emphasis  has  been  on  eitier  cu/bside  source 
separation  of  recydables,  or  for  the  establishment 
of    Materials    Recovery    Facilities    (MRFs)    as 


adjuncts  or  alternatives  to  curbside.  Curbside 
recycling  programs  have  proven  to  be  difficult  to 
implement  and  properly  enforce.  They  are  also 
expensive  Tor  tie  townships  who  must  fund  them. 
As  a  consequence,  MRFs  are  becoming  a  popular 
alternative.  Nonetheless,  municipalities  are  now 
forced  to  develop,  fund  and  operate  their  own 
recycling  plans  and/or  processing  facilities,  or  to 
•-•'<*  ■  j  ■  -:;  ■  ,i  '  ,-  TH,  :.  ,„ 
opportunity  lor  private  developers  of  MRFs  or 
alternatives,  such  as  integrated  facilities,  who  can 
demonstrate  their  ability  to  meet  tic  criteria  for 
waste  or  recyclable  processing  outlined  in  tie 
legislation. 

Tie  final  steps  arc  strong  regulations 
concerning  resource  recovery  (incineration  and 
power  generation),  either  in  tie  form  of  mass-bum 
facilities  or  those  utilizing  refusc-derived-fucl 
("RDF^tv,  alternatively,  composting.  Mass-buru 
&.  f^cilthrs.'fcocc  the  disposal  system  of  choice,  have 
I' "•%_.'"'  c^'cism  due  to  emissions  questions 
and  toxic  ash  disposal  problems.  Consequently, 
emphasis  has  been  placed  on  RDF-based  resource 
recovery  facilities  which  process  the  waste  into  a 
cleaner  fuel,  reducing  emissions  and  ash. 
Composting  has  gained  favor,  because  composted 
products  generally  qualify  as  'recycled'  and 
emissions  and  ash  components  arc  minimized. 
However,  regulations  restricting  use  of  the  end 
products  often  constrain  reliance  solelv  upon  this  as 
a  disposal  option. 

Other  noteworthy  legislative  activities  which 
are  having  far-reaching  impact  on  tic  solid  waste 
management  industry  arc;  lie  rules  on  'off-shore' 
dumping  of  solid  waste,  which  restrict  tie  shipping 
of  U.S.  waste  to  other  nations  and,  the  ban  on 
ocean  dumping  of  sewage  sludge.  Both  of  these 
measures  increase  the  need  for  additional  landfill 
space  or  disposal  technology  alternatives.  This 
legislation  has  preceded  the  development  of 
sufficient  viable  tecinologicaJ  alternatives. 
Consequently,  landfills  have  to  bear  the  brunt 
initially. 

With  this  in  mind,  conserving  landfill  space 
becomes  an  even  greater  priority.  For  private 
landfill  owners,  several  factors  drive  this  as  a 
priority.  The  Grst  is  conservation  of  increased 
future  value  of  landfill  space.  By  diverting  and 
selling   recydables    with    current    high   economic 
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values,  landfill  operators  realize  current  enhanced 
value  at  the  same  time  as  they  keep  space  available 
for  higher  value  fururc  waste  streams.  The  second 
factor  is  conservation  of  landfill  capacity  in  order  to 
accommodate  a  higher  priced  waste  product,  such 
as  sewage  sludge,  which  will  also  have  increased 
fururc  value.  For  municipalities,  the  main  priorities 
are       the       assurances       of       politically       and 

if,    ,'icn'  '';   "■ — '  '  •  •■  '  —  -'_  •  ■     '  v 
In  any  event,  integrated  systems  are     viable  and 
Deeded  solutions. 

INSURANCE/LIABILITY 

An  insurance  crisis  is  currently  affecting  most 
businesses  and  consumers.  Therefore,  it  is  not 
surprising  that  insurance  should  also  be  an  issue  for 
the  solid  waste  management  industry. 
Unfortunately,  several  factors  make  this  issue  more 
significant  for  those  pursuing  solid  waste 
management  activities. 

The  first  factor  is  that  an  increasing  amount  of 
the  waste  generated  today  is  toxic  and  very  poor 
regulated.  It  is  also  logistically  difficult  to  comr 
and  monitor  the  actual  flow  and  ultimate 
destination  of  much  of  our  waste  products. 
Insurance  companies  have  difficulty  quamifvuiE 
their  liabilities. 

The  second  factor  is  that  the  effects  of 
mistakes,  poor  management,  or  abuses  can  take 
years  to  surface.  New  toxins  are  identified 
regularly.  Consequently,  current  disposal 
techniques  may  prove  inadequate  upon  future 
examination.  Insurance  companies  are  now  faced 
with  potentially  sizeable  bidden  contingent 
liabilities. 

Thirdly,  amidst  these  uncertainties,  it  is  evident 
that  the  cost  of  reparations  for  environmental 
damages  will  continue  to  rise  from  their  already 
high  levels. 

As  a  consequence,  insurers  are  often  reluctant 
to  insure  anything  but  proven  technologies  and/or 
methodologies,  limiting  innovation.  The  high 
premiums  for  insurance  can  affect  the  economics  of 
a  project.  Most  host  communities  now  demand 
considerable  insurance  for  new  projects. 
Consequently,  when  assessing  any  project  in  waste 
management,  insurability  is  a  major  risk  which  will 


be  directly  related  to  the  degrees  of  potential 
adverse  impact  tbe  project  may  have  on  the 
environment  and  community,  and  the  inherent 
follow-on  liability  which  exists  at  every  point  at 
which  a  waste  product  has  been  in  contact. 

An  integrated  waste  management  facility, 
utilizing    proven    equipment    and    methodologies, 

solutions.  Contingent  Liabilities  are  minimized  and, 
as  a  consequence,  these  types  of  facilities  are 
insurable  at  reasonable  expense. 

MARKETS 

An  important  aspect  of  the  economic  viability 
of  the  recycling  component  of  waste  management 
systems  has  traditionally  been  the  stability  of 
markets  for  the  resale  of  recyclable  commodities 
such  as  aluminum,  glass,  etc  Unfortunately, 
consumer  based  recycling  as  an  industry  is 
rejau^y  new,  and  many  of  these  markets  have 
pr_c%£n\o   be    underdeveloped    and   consequently 

iabls.  In  addition,  because  the  markets  are 
new,  buyers  of  recyclables  have  had  few  purchase 
points,  this  often  meant  that  recyclables  had  to  be 
shipped  considerable  distances  and  at  great  cost. 
Other  more  global  factors  such  as  the  econorav, 
competiiiorj  among  products,  and  evolving 
technologies,  also  affect  these  markets.  In  the  past, 
due  to  lower  tipping  fees  from  trash  dumpers, 
waste  management  projects  which  included  laree 
recycling  components  depended  heavily  upon 
anticipated  revenues  from  separated  recyclables. 
'W'hen  prices  for  these  products  fluctuated  heavily, 
or  when  markets  dried  up  periodically,  problems 
arose. 

Many  of  tbe  recyclable  markets  are  now  more 
mature,  and  hence  more  stable.  Economic  factors, 
environmental  lobbying  efforts,  and  concerted 
efforts  on  the  parts  of  producers  and  governments 
to  establish  markets  for  recyclables  have  added 
stability  to  tbe  availability  of  many  markets  and 
more  are  developing.  Prices,  however,  will  conLinue 
to  fluctuate  in  response  to  global  market  factors.  It 
is  important  to  realize,  however,  that  dwindling 
landfill  resources  have  recently  forced  many 
regional  Landfill  tipping  fees  up  tremendously.  They 
have  risen  in  many  areas  to  a  point  where  the 
actual  price  for  recyclables  has  become  less 
important   than   the   savings   connected  with   the 
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avoidance  of  lacdfilliag  lie  recydables. 
Consequently,  a  strategic  approach  which 
prioritizes  the  currently  viable  recydables  markets, 
and  which  also  focuses  on  high  lipping  fee  regions 
where  "landfill  avoidance  economics*  work,  will 
offer  a  lower  risk  market  entry  for 
developers. 


project 


New  technology  for  lhe  management  of  solid 
wastes  has  advanced  considerably  in  the  last 
decade.  SeveraJ  classes  of  technologies  must  be 
evaluated  when  addressing  an  integrated  solid 
waste  management  system. 

The  first  is  waste  processing/recycling  systems 
These  systems  are  designed  to  integrate  mechanical 
and  manual  separation  of  the  waste  stream, 
diverting  recydables  into  sale-ready  form  and 
processing  the  majority  of  lhe  remainder  into  fuel 
and/or  compost  substrate  (Exhibit  VI).  Tdc 
complexity  of  this  component  depends  upon:  the 
need  to  meet  specific  fuel/compost  characteristic 
requirements  and:  the  types  and  quality 
recydables  to  be  removed.  The  most  imr*riV\p 
criteria  for  evaluating  any  separation  technVKT^ 
are:  Is  it  proven  technology  and  will  it  work,  day-la 
and  day-out?  Most  waste  products  are  extremely 
damaging  to  anything  but  the  sturdiest  of 
equipment.  Heavy-duty  components  and  sLmpLiarv 
of  design  have  proven  to  be  the  key  factors  to  lhe 
success  of  proven  waste  processing  technology. 
Other  important  considerations  are;  redundancy, 
availability  of  parts,  operating  and  maintenance 
costs,  explosion  systems,  etc.  Ther  are  quite  a  few 
vendors  of  these  types  of  technologies. 

The  second  dass  is  the  burn  system.  This  is  a 
mature  industry.  The  keys  here  are:  Is  the  system 
"best  available  technology*  which  is  proven  and 
properly  matched  to  the  specific  fuel  product,  and; 
will  the  system  perform  consistently  for  the  life  of 
the  project  financing  within  emissions  specifications 
that  are  realistic  for  Lhe  furore  and  increasingly 
stringent  regulations. 

The  third  dass  is  composting  systems. 
Composting  is  a  newer  market  Problems  in  the 
past  assodated  with  these  types  of  systems,  such  as 
processing  time,  odor  and  vermin  abatement,  and 


availability  of  end-markets  for  the  compost  have 
been  addressed  with  increasing  success. 

In  all  cases,  turnkey  guarantees  and  operating 
contracts  with  performance  guarantees  are  kev  to 
success.  Turnkey  system  manufacrurers  who  have 
experience  and  suflident  resources  with  which  to 
guarantee  a  project  from  construction  through  to 

to  rapid  short-term  penetration  „,"  w„  market. 

In  the  past,  problems  have  arisen  due  to  poor 
performance  by  new  technologies,  or  due  to 
development  or  construction  inexperience,  cost 
overruns,  etc.  However,  third  and  fourth 
generation  technologies  and  experienced  system 
developers  are  now  readily  available,  and  careful 
selection  of  lhe  proper  vendor/operator  can  mollify 
a  majority  of  the  project  risks. 

There  is  a  great  deal  of  activity  currenlly  being 
directed  toward  more  comprehensive  approaches 
to  recydables  marketing  by  combining 
nufacturir.g  technologies  as  an  adjunct  to 
ation.  Ultimately,  this  could  provide  major 
cadway  for  more  consistent  and  dependable 
recydables  markets.  However,  from  a  project 
development  standpoint  as  ■  well  as  an  initial 
market  entry  strategy,  this  adds  unnecessary  risk. 
Remanufacturing  technologies  arc  often  first  and 
second  generation,  and  end-product  markets  are 
highly  competitive.  As  a  consequence,  initial 
reliance  for  the  disposal  of  recydables  must  depend 
upon  established  means. 

As  the  industry  develops,  it  is  expected  that 
integrated  waste  management  facilities  will  also 
include  and  foster  other  disposal  technologies  and 
systems  for  materials  such  as  hazardous  waste, 
waste  water,  ash,  etc.  The  values  which  can  be' 
achieved  in  economies  of  scale,  handling  and 
transport  effidences  and  consolidation  of  siting  and 
development  efforts  are  only  recently  being 
realized  by  developers  and  local  communities.  As 
increased  disposal  needs  become  more  immediate 
and  individual  solutions  are  more  difficult  to 
implement,  integration  is  more  attractive. 

SITING 

Critical  to  successful  solid  waste  management 
project  development  is  the  issue  of  siting.  Siting  a 
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disposal  facility  can  often  take  many  years  and 
require  millions  of  dollars  for  options,  demographic 
studies,  political  consulting,  public  relations, 
environmental  assessments,  permits  and  carrying 
costs,  etc,  often  without  success. 

It  should  be  noted  thaLtransponation  costs  are 
a    significant    component    of  the    cost    of   waste 

inevitably  focused  in  areas  which  wiU  minimize 
these -costs.  This  neccessitates  close  proximity  to 
sources  of  waste  and  end-markets  or  disposal  sites, 
which  are  often  close  to  populated  areas.  As  a 
consequence  siting  becomes  a  delicate  balance  of 
economics  and  community  opposition. 

In      the     past,      many      municipalities      and 
developers    were    successful    in    siting    facilities 
through  sheer  financial,  political  and  legal  strength. 
However,  with  significant  changes  in  attitudes  and 
awareness  by  vested  interest   parties,  as  well   as 
success   and   experience  in   organized   oppositions.  % 
efTorts,   many  have  subsequently  failed   is   sitiig}' 
planned  facilities.  Emphasis  has  now  shifted  toward 
more  interactive  and  less  adversarial  approaches 
which     often     include     profit     sharing     by     the 
community  and  representation  in  the  planning  by 
community  leaders,  etc..  Planning  is  critical.  It  is 
often     important     to     utilize     experienced     local 
resources   to   assist    in    fostering    positive    image. 
Nonetheless,  siting  is  difficult  at  best,  with  generally 
long  lead  time  and  substantial  costs  and  risks. 

THE  LEARNING  CURVF. 

The  complex  nature  of  the  solid  waste 
management  industry  and  the  rapid  changes  which 
are  occurring  in  within  it  present  formidable 
information  obstacles  for  those  'attempting  to 
analyze  tie  variable  necessary  for  effective  project 
development  and  efficient  market  entry.  The 
learning  curve  which  is  necessary  to  properly 
address  each  of  the  components  of  an  integrated 
solid  waste  management  system  is  steep,  and, 
unfortunately,  it  is  constantly  changing.  Industry 
interdisciplinary  experience  and  resources  are 
essential  to  an  integrated  strategic  approach  to  the 
industry  and  to  proper  risk  analysis. 

Substantial  competition  exists  in  the  solid 
waste,  management  industry.  Consequently,  the 
window-of-opportunity    available     to    developers 


under  the  current  circumstances  in  the  industry  will 
be  too  nanow  [0  allow  a  new  developer  to 
assimilate  the  full  learning  curve  in  time  to 
establish  a  proper  market  presence.  A  Team- 
approach,  using  interdisciplinary  skilla  of 
experienced  industry  players,  bypasses  or 
acccUerates  the  learning  curve  in  order  to  quickly 
take       advantage       of      current       development 

with  which  to  attract  a  team  of  the  highest  quality 
professionals,  vendors,  operators,  etc  in  order  to 
move  quickly  and  avoid  an  extended  and  expensive 
learning  curve. 

CONCLUSION 

There  is  currently  a  crisis  of  landfill  space  in 

the     United    Slates,    particularly    in    California. 

Development  of  alternatives  lags  current  disposal 

demands.     Politics,      the     NIMBY     Syndrome, 

^    Pif^l0''JialisrD.  ^d  legislation  are  moving  the  solid 

,?   Jrwajte      management      industry      toward      more 

■        comprehensive     and     integrated     approaches     to 

solving   the   problem.    This    situation    presents    a 

window-of-opporruniry  for  the  timely  development 

of  integrated  solid  waste  management  systems  in 

several    areas    of    the    country    where    disposal 

demographics  drive   high  waste   tipping  fees   and' 

where    legislation    forces    the    implementation  •  of 

alternatives  to  landfilling. 

Risk  management  and  a  "team"  approach  are 
critical  elements  to  waste  management  project 
development  efTorts  for  a  new  developer.  By 
combining  top-quality  professional  resources  and 
experienced  vested-interest  parties,  it  is  possible  to 
accelerate  the  learning  curve  and  take  advantage  of 
current  opportunities.  By  carefully  addressing  each 
of  the  critical  components  of  the  waste 
management  industry  in  a  sequential,  but 
integrated  approach,  it  is  possible  to  manage  the 
risks  inherent  in  a  market  entry  effort. 

The  v  site  is  an  exceptional  site  for  an 

integrated  waste  management  faculty.  It  offers 
significant  advantages  because  it  has  in  place  many 
features  which  address  most  of  the  issues  and 
obstacles  outlined  above.  The  site  allows  new 
owners  to  shortcut  most  of  the  risks  and  costs 
associated  with  waste  management  projects. 
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Re:   Specific  Plan  No. 
Eagle  Mountain 
Dated  June  1991 


252 


This  is  a  proposal  by  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  to  establish  a 
solid  waste  landfill  operation  in  an  open  pit  iron  ore  mine  at 
Eagle  Mountain,  near  Desert  Center. 

This  project  lies  outside  of  the  Riverside  County  Flood  Control 
boundaries,  but  we  are  reviewing  it  as  a  courtesy  to  the  County 
Planning  Department. 

The  specific  plan  and  EIS/EIR  documents  propose  a  perimeter 
drainage  system  consisting  mainly  of  long,  large  channels  that 
would  convey  flow  past  the  landfill  and  the  town  and  discharge 
them  east  of  the  site.   The  northern  perimeter  drain  would  collect 
flows  from  the  landfill  surface  and  the  northern  canyons  tributary 
to  the  landfill.   The  southern  perimeter  drain  would  collect  flows 
from  the  landfill  surface  and  the  western  canyons  tributary  to  the 
landfill . 


Flows  tributary  to  the  landfill  from  Eagl 
be  collected  and  conveyed  to  the  County/p 
the  town.  Per  the  plans  received  on  July 
Engineering,  the  drainage  system  is  propo 
three  stages.  The  first  stage  would  coll 
enter  the  property  and  convey  them  to  the 
pit  via  a  channel.  The  second  stage  woul 
convey  the  flows  to  another  area  of  the  p 
system  is  designed  so  that  storm  flows  wi 
with  the  landfill  operation  during  these 
third  and  final  stage  proposes  a  series  o 
proposed  to  function  as  flow  by  detention 
mitigate  the  impact  on  the  downstream  pro 
phased  plan  should  be  better  explained  in 
EIS/EIR  documents. 
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It  is  not  if  these  channels  are  proposed  to  be  lined  or  not.   For 
example,  the  specific  plan,  Page  IV-14,  refers  to  them  as  lined  in 
one  sentence  and  unlined  in  the  next,  and  on  Page  IV-17  it  states 
that  both  the  northern  and  southern  perimeter  channels  will  be 
lined.   In  Appendix  B  of  the  EIS/EIR  it  states'  that  all  of  the 
channels  will  be  unlined.   These  statements  go  back  and  forth 
throughout  the  various  areas  that  discuss  drainage.   This  matter 
should  be  clarified  and  be  consistent  through  all  of  the 
documents.   If  flow  velocities  are  found  to  be  erosive,  lined 
channels  will  need  to  be  constructed  in  order  to  offer  an  adequate 
degree  of  protection  to  the  site. 


I 
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The  specific  plan  states  that  drainage  facilities  will  be  designed 
to  handle  the  100  year  storm  flows.   In  various  parts  of  the 
EIS/EIR  documents  and  appendix  it  states  that  the  site  will  be 
protected  from  the  100  year,  24  hour  duration  storm.   We  believe 
that  a  shorter  duration  storm  will  control  in  this  site. 

The  plan  proposes  to  discharge  both  the  onsite  flows  and  the 
tributary  offsite  flows  east  of  the  site.   Energy  dissipators  are 
proposed  to  reduce  velocities  to  non-erosive  values.   The  flows 
would  then  sheet  flow  in  a  southeastern  direction.   At  the  present 
time,  the  majority  of  the  flows  from  this  site,  go  into  the  East 
Pit  where  they  infiltrate  and  evaporate.   If  the  applicant 
restores  flow  patterns  to  their  premining  state,  they  may  be 
assuming  obligations  to  downstream  property  owners  who  may  have 
relied  upon  the  pit's  oast  flow  attenuation. 

None  of  the  documents  makes  any  mention  of  maintenance  mechanisms 
for  any  of  the  proposed  drainage  facilities.   We  assume  that  the 
facilities  will  be  maintained  by  the  operators  of  landfill.   This 
topic  should  be  discussed  in  the  document. 

The  documents  and  plans  submitted  by  CM  Engineers,  with  some 
corrections,  are  found  conceptually  acceptable  for  this  level  of 
review.   We  understand  that  detailed  designs  for  the  drainage 
facilities  will  be  submitted  when  specific  use  cases  are  processed 
through  the  County  and  we  will  then  make  specific  recommendations. 

Questions  concerning  this  matter  may  be  referred  to  Zully  Smith  of 
this  office. at  714/275-1213. 


Veryitruly  yours, 


ZS:bjp 


/JOHN    H.     KASHUBA 
/enior    Civil    Engineer 
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Federal  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  1409 

Riverside,  CA  92502-1409 


July  25,  1991 


JUL  26  1931 


PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 


Department  of  Land  Management: 

We  are  extremely  oppose  to  the  propose  dump  site.   The  Los 
Angeles  area  wants  to  get  rid  of  the  air  pollution,  what 
makes  them  think  that  we  want  it  here?  Let  them  keep  their 
and  we  keep  ours.   We  get  enough  pollution  from  the  Riverside 
and  San  Bernardino  area  with  also  getting  it  from  Eagle  Mountain. 

Please  do  not  allow  the  dump  at  Eagle  Mountain. 


"     Louis  Gutierrez 

51  756  Jackson  Street 
Coachella,  CA  92236 


KJuana  Gutierrez 
51-756  Jackson  Street 
Coachella,  CA  92236 
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SAN  BERNARDINO  COUNTY  MUSEUM 

2024  Orange  Tree  Lane  •   Redlands,  CA  92374  •   (714)798-8570  •  422-1610 


July    2*t,     1991 

Riverside    County    Planning    Department 
^080    Lemon    Street,    9th    Floor 
Riverside,    CA    92501 


COUNTY  OF  SAN  BERNARDINO 
GENERAL  SERVICES  AGENCY 


DR.  ALLAN  D.  GRIESEMER 
Director 


JUL  2  9  1991 


RIVERSIDE  COUNTY 
PUNNING  DEPARTMENT 

re.-    SPECIFIC  PLAN  #252  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL 

During  the  initial  assessment,  the  potential  for  non- 
renewable paleontologic  resources  was  noted  and  a  Paleontologic 
Resource  Impact  Mitigation  Program  was  developed  for  the  Specific 
Plan  and  corresponding  EIR.  These  documents  contain  no  mention  of 
the  PRIMP  and  are    thus  incomplete. 

The  completed  documents  must  contain  a  PRIMP  which  includes 
but  is  not  limited  to:  ' 

1.      Monitoring  of  excavation  in  areas  identified  as  likely  to 
contain  paleontologic  resources  by  a  qualified 
paleontologic  monitor.  The  monitor  should  be  equipped  to 
salvage  fossils  as  they  are  unearthed  to  avoid 
construction  delays  and  to  remove  samples  of  sediments 
which  are  likely  to  contain  the  remains  of  small  fossil 
vertebrates.  The  monitor  must  be  empowered  to  temporarily 
halt  or  divert  equipment  to  allow  removal  of  abundant  or 
large  specimens. 


2. 


Preparation  of  recovered  specimens  to  a  point  of 
identification,  including  washing  of  sediments  to 
recover  small  vertebrates. 


Identification  and  curation  of  specimens  into  a  museum 
repository  with  retrievable  storage. 

Preparation  of  a  report  of  findings  with  an  appended 
itemized  inventory  of  specimens.  The  report  and  inventory, 
when  submitted  to  the  appropriate  Lead  Agency,  signifies 
completion  of  the  program  to  mitigate  impacts  to  paleon- 
tologic resources. 


Sincerely, 

Scott  Springer 

Site  Records  Manager 


HAi'lRY  M.  MAYS 
.-'.in'y  Adtuniitraiive  Office 


MARSHA  TUROC 
JON  D.  MIKELS 


bjord  of  Su;i 
First  District 
Second  District 
"HT   L    HAMMOCK 


Third  Distr:  T 
Ti;jr:li  Disrr.cl 
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INDIO  OFFICE 


Recycled  Papor 
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J.  H.  RECLAMATION,  INC. 

P.O.  BOX  243 

BLACK  DIAMOND,  WA      98010 

(206)  886-1060 
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January    4,    1991  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY 

PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 

Mr.  David  Mares 

Riverside  County  Planning  Dept. 

4080  Lemon  St. 

Riverside,  CA   92501 

Dear  Mr.  Mares, 

As  I  explained  on  the  phone  today,  I  have  interest  in 
the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfilling  proposal.   I  would  appreciate 
it  if  you  would  put  me  on  the  mailing  list  for 
correspondence  relating  to  the  environmental  review  of  this 
project.   I  am  also  interested  in  receiving  a  copy  of  the 
draft  and  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  when  they  are 
issued . 

I  appreciate  your  attention  in  this  matter. 
Very  truly  yours, 


DOCUMENT  0046A 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Palm  Springs-South  Coast  Resource 
53-500  Garnet  Ave.,  P.0.3ox  2000 
North  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 
Attn:  Marianne  Wetzel 


TO  V/K0K  IT  I.IA1 


/U^t\*jL&a  ■ 


August  28,  1991 


-tef:  Eagle  fountain 
Project  Hearing 
8/27/91  at  Falm 
^esert  City  Kail 


Ky  name  is  Eugene  H.  3oess-I  reside  at  190  £.  Winchester  "~ive 
Rialto,  California  92376.  ,:j   phone  number  is  714-375-6256.' 

I  v/as  one  of  approximately  235  former  Kaiser  Steel  Corporation 
employees  who  attended  the  referenced  public  hearing.  1   represent 
my  self,  both  as  an  interested  uarty  due  to  the  financial  ~=>-ff  =  ct 
of  this  project  on  my  retirement  benefits  and  as  a  highly  concerned 
resident  of  Southern  California  for  the  cast  40  years.  During  those 
years,  I  nave  seen  my  local  area  -0  from  largely  agricultural  uses 
sucn  as  vineyards  and  citrus  Troves  to  fairly  dense  housing  with 
corresponding  urban  problems.  This  process  is  intensifying  rapidly, 

I  firmly  believe  that  this  project  represents  a  very  practical  and 
sensiole  solution  to  the  extremely  important  croblem  of  solid  waste 
■  isnosal  for  Southern  California.  No  one  v/ho  lives  in  this  s.r=a  can 
coubt  the  seriousness  of  waste  disposal.  Because  of  our  e^er  eVandini- 
copulation  and  our  inability  to  turn  to  incineration  because  of  the  " 
a^enderit  s.ir  pollution,  we  don't  have  any  other  viable  answer  than 
landfill,  politically  and  ecologically ,  ocean  clamping  is  an  absolutely 
impossible  solution.  J 
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current  landfill  sites  are  raoiily  being  filled  and  there  are 

if  any,  practical  future  disposal  sites  available.  Cne  only 
to  drive  around  our  area  to  observe  the  Trowing  disinclination 
eople  to  use  normal,  legal  means  to  ret  rid  of^thei^  rubbish 

vacant  lot  or  remote  area  is  fair  Tame.  Che  various  charitable 
nizations  that  used  to  accent  salvagable  materials  have  had  to 
e  cov/n  their  collection  centers  because  they  turned  into  diamine 
r.ds.  wiy  business  that  has  the  lar-e  industrial  size  ^umt)«ters 
0  lock  them  up  or  risk  having  them  filled  with  'transient  trash' 


-his  situation  will  only  get  worse,  if  we  don't  take  action  now 


-o  .he  neysayers  I  would  say  that  we  as  a  nation  recently  went  through 
-  re-?aS£bl?  chain  of  events  in  the  Kid -East.  As  a  retired  oe-son,   " 
1  had  the  _  trie  to  listen  to  end  on  TV  the  buildup  and  culmanation  of 
that  massive  effort  known  as  Desert  Storm.  I   also  saw  the  most  horrendous 
--rade  0.  Doubt  ms  Thor.as '  m  our  history.  Fetir^d  Chief's  o"-  Staff 
[:a™iS:  'enerals'  political  'experts',  weaponry  'experts'  ,\d   nauseum 
K«t  up  a  several  mont  is  oarraze  of  all  the  disasters  that  we  would 
surely  face  if  we  proceeded  on  the  established  policy,  fortunately,  we 
had  a  top  notch  commander  in  the  field,  backed  u^  by  some  very  able 
*nd  courageous  leadersnip  and  everyone  knows  hov/  it  turned  out.  ^hese 
people  saw  a  Tea  need  and  did  their  best  to  provide  a  solution. 

z   nl^leX+Z  ly+Z     *   w?  *ust  d0  with  our  disposal  problem-solve  it! 
1  believe  that  the  aa5le  mountain  Project  offers  a  really  sensible 
solution.  "    e*"4B 


-:■:-: 


bl  talen^o*?^'3  hearin^'  l   think  th^  **•  'P°wers  that  b 
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There  was  no  provision  for  adequate  PA  ?.nd   it  was  almost  inposs^ble 

!°  S"ftJha  ?0inrs  °?\T1?e  a?enda  was  fron*  lQaded  with  a  steady 
parade  of  naysaysrs-I  belive  that  the  chair  should  have  alternated 
sides  to  permit  a  more  balanced  format.  Basically,  the  naysa^'er's  L«rc 
to  be  'fat  cats'  with  their  well-known  '  I've  «t  mine -et  your  5 
attitude  as  near  as  I  could  make  out.  :.:ost  of  the  agents  that 
they  raised  seemed  highly  specious  and  I  didn't  hear 'any  wopoled 
solutions  to  the  basic  problem- just  NIMBY!  I  would  su~Lt  that  mo=t 
of  them  probably  made  their  oile  in  Southern  3ali*ornfa  *nrt  +h^ «?! 
contributed  to  our  present  dilemna  in  a  vaSe^  ^  ways  te f  "  S' 
believe  that  we  would  have  built  the  Panama  Canal!  SoJer  dIh  or  ?h* 
Transcontinental  Railroad,  etc.  with  kind  o*"  thinJ^n°° 


Sincerely, 


^ 


-uzene  n, 


joess 
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Riverside  County  Planning  D 
County  Administrative  Cente' 
4080  Lemon  St.  9th  Floor 
Riverside,  CA  92501 
Attn:  David  Mares 

Dear  Sir, 


September  20,  1991 


Ref:  Eagle  Mountain 
Project 


RIVERSJDfc  t^,., 
"LANNING  DcPARTML 
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I  do  not  believe  that  I  will  be  able  to  attend  the  public  hearin-s 
on  the  referenced  project,  but  I  would  like  to  express  ny  views 
and  thoughts  on  the  subject. 

Ky  name  is  Eugene  R.  Boess-I  reside  at  190  E.  ,/inchester  Drive, 
Rialto,  California  92376.  ..y  phone  number  is  714-875-6266. 

Represent  myself,  b0th  as  an  interested  party  due  to  the  financial 
e^iect  of  this  project  on  my  already  curtailed  retirement  benefits 
from  Kaiser  Steel  Corporation  and  as  a  hi-hly  concerned  resident  0r 
Southern  California  for  the  past  40  vears.  Durin-  those  years  I 
have^seen  our  local  area  ~o   from  largely  agricultural  uses  such  as 
oran.,e  groves  and  vineyards  to  fairly  dense  nous ins  with  attendent 
urban  problems.  This  process  is  obviously  intensifying  rapidly. 

I  firmly  believe  that  this  project  represents  a  very  practical  and 
sensible  solution  to  the  extremely  important  problem  o^  solid  waste 
disposal  for  Southern  California,  "o  one  who  lives  in  this  area  can 
honestly  doubt  the  seriousness  of  waste  disposal.  Because  of  uur  ever 
ex-andmg  copulation  and  our  inability  to  turn  to  incineration  bemuse 
of  the  attendent  air  pollution,  we  dont  have  any  other  viable  solution 
than  lan-.fill.  Politically  znd   ecolo-ically,  ocean  dur.oin-r  is  an 
absolutely  impossible  ansmer. 
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landfill  sites  are  rapidly  being  filled  and  there  are 
, _ practical  future  disposal  sites  available  other  than 
am.  One  only  has  to  drive  around  our  area  to  obs»rve"  the 
inclination  of  people  to  use  normal,  lsral  means  to  ~et 
r  rubbish.  The  various  charitable  or  anizations  that  used 
alva^able  materials  have  had  to  close  down  their  coll^x^ 
ause_  they _  turner  into  dumping  "rounds.  Every  vacant  lot 
rea  is  fair  same.  Any  business  that  has  larve  indutrial 
ers  has  to  lock  them  up  or  risk  havin-  the  "filled  with 
trash'.  This  situation  will  only  rat  worse  ;f  we  don't 

now. 


I  was  able  to  attend  the  3LT  public  hearing  on  August  27   1991   -.+ 
;^e.F%TrT.4;se;t  3ijy  Hall.  At  that  h^arin.;  the  main  armament  see-ed 
to  be  M.  3   backed  up  with  specious  arguments  and  state  ents  about 
alle-ed  sa.-ty  concerns.  So  far  as  I  was  able  hear,  no  real  resolution 
0   our  trash  disposal  problem,  which  is  rapidly  approaching  a  crisis 
in  -y  opinion,  was  offered.  This  dile-na  is  nationwide  accordin-  to 

"^   J   T"ii    ?r.ueEr  ln  t!le  ";-dia-  We  are  uniaue  in  that  we  pos*e*s  :  • 
™~1~™     „  +   t  It   Cfn^e  imple-ntei  fairly  quickly  at  a  reasonable 
"cono-i-  cost  with  mim-al  envi-on-'entr  1  risk. 


wne  of  the  usual  'solutions'  offered  is  that. overused  word  'education' 

0  real  a--.s-»er  is  p-oyid-d,  but  who  can  &'■&&   buzz  word.  Its  richt 
up  there  with  ,od,  .  otherhood  and  the  U.-:t  Constitution! 


^wjiM.MMMMMi.Mj.i.Mm/jjMj.V.i,^^ 


DOCUMENT  0046B 


The  other  neat  'solution'  is  re 
that  one  is  a  real  lon~  shot.  2 
great  problems  in  netting  publi 
m  line  with  the  lack  of  public 
laws-no  amount  of  preaehin-  or 
basic  economics  of" handlin-,  so 
are  out  of  line  with  existing 
This  is  "urther  intensified  bv 
eorr.ofities  by  a  lar^e  increase 
recyclin-  effort.  Its  like  our 
respects.  Everyone  was  urTed  to 
year  drou-ht  and  enonsh  did  to 
At  last  count,  al-ost  'all  water 
to  -ake  up  for  the  incone  short 


cycling.  ?ror.  what  I  read  and  see, 
xperience  across  the  country  reveal 
c  co-.pl lance.  I  su-~est  that  its 
acceptance  of  the  r5  -ph  s^ed 
'education'  has  really  vox* ad.  The 
rtinj  ana  preparin-  salvable  materials 
irket  values  of  the  co~.~odities. 
the  downward  price  pressure  on  th«e 

in  their  availability  due  to  the 
current  water  situation  in  so"e 

conserve  water  be-ause  of  our '5 
effect  considerable  savints  in  usa-e 
a-rsnciss  are  raisin;-  their  rates  ' 


Instead  of  pla^  :   xne  qo--  cnasin-  its  tail  ?&<-»      r  „--- 
Flannin-  Mission  record  a  favorable  votl~on  JhS'I.JSV 

joard  of  Supervisors. 

Sincerely, 


:he  Riv 


ers: 


In--  the  do; 


-ount- 


£~ 


/*■ 


-'J.:;ne  a.   Boess 
190  E.  .inchester 
r.i^lto,  CA  92376 
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Gilbert  D.  Sellan 


44  Pebble  Beach  Drive     Rancho  Mirage,  CA  92270     (619)  324-8549 
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City  of  Palm  Springs 


Department  of  Community  Development 
Planning  Division 

619-323-8245 
FAX  619-323-3314 


August    29,     1991 


m  is. 

"u   ccps     1991 

RiVERSiDE  CjUNTY 
PLANNING  DErA.Fi  MEN 


Mr.  Joe  Richards,  Planning  Director 
Riverside  County  Planning  Department 
4080  Lemon  Street,  9th  Floor 
Riverside,  CA   92501 


Mr.  Russell  L.  Kaldenberg 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs  South  Coast  R.A. 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  2000 

North  Palm  Springs,  CA   92258-2000 


RE: 


:   LandfmnproTemctnt  °*  **"  *""  EIS/EIR  f°r  thS  Eagle  M°Untai» 
Dear  Messrs.  Richards  and  Kaldenberg: 

l^n?£L0t-?alm    Sprin3s  Department  of  Planning  and  Zoning  has 

ffi  w/tS  "VleW  °f  thS  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement/Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIS/EIR)  for  the  proposed 
^1-  Mountaln  Landfill  Project.  Considering'  the  scop/  of  the 
project  and  its  resulting  regional  impact  the  City  has  decided  to 
review  this  project  from  a  regional  view  point.  Additionally  th! 
City  urges  the  Bureau  of  Land  Managment  (BLM)  and  County  of 
Riverside  (County)  to  carefully  evaluate  the  more  localized 
environmental  impacts.  localized 


1     The  City  Council  will  review  this  project 


Pom  Office  Bin  2743.  Palm  Springs.  California  Q2263-2743 
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5°??S?nt  and/°r  the  County  Planning  Commission  hearing  on  the  Final 
EIS/EIR.  This  will  enable  the  Palm  Springs  City  Council  the 
opportunity  to  fully  evaluate  the  project  and  its  impacts  prior  to 
taking  a  position  on  this  project. 

Specific  areas  which  I  would  like  to  comment  on  include  air 
quality,  growth  impacts,  and  socio-economic  impacts.  The  followina 
issues  need  to  be  more  fully  evaluated  in  the  Final  EIS/EIR. 

Air  Quality.  As  currently  proposed  the  project  will  result  in 
a  significant  air  quality  impact.  In  reviewing  the  air 
quality  text  and  specifically  Table  26  it  is  apparent  that 
even  with  proposed  mitigation  measures  air  guality  impacts  are 
enormous.  Emission  reductions  need  to  be  increased 
substantially  or  the  project  should  be  scaled  back.  The 
EIR/EIR  should  evaluate  an  alternative  which  reduces  air 
emissions  significantly. 

At  this  time  it  is  unclear  what  specific  impacts  this  project 
will  have  on  the  Coachella  Valley.  What  are  the  anticipated 
emission  levels  in  the  Coachella  Valley  for  each  pollutant 
type  and  how  will  this  increase  relate  to  State  and  Federal 
standards? 

Most  of  the  mitigation  measures  do  not  address  the  level  of 
commitment  by  Mining  Reclamation  Corporation  to  implement  the 
specific  measures.  Mitigation  measures  which  contain  languaqe 
such  as  "as  is  feasible",  "should  be"  and  "shall  prepare  or 
have  prepared,  a  study"  need  to  be  more  specifically  defined 
in  order  for  the  City  to  determine  mitigation  measure 
effectiveness.  In  addition,  specific  commitments  towards  the 
use  of  methane  gas  for  generation  of  electricity  vehicle 
fuels,  MRC  railway  electrification  and  other  uses  need  to  be 
made  now,  as  opposed  to  deferring  to  future  studies. 

Growth  Impacts.  will  this  project  make  sufficient  capacity 
available  to  Riverside  County  and,  more  specifically  &  the 
Coachella  Valley  to  accommodate  future  refuse  needs'  '  This 
issue  should  be  explained  in  detail  and  needs  to  be 
quantified.  If  the  project  is  approved  the  disposal  needs  of 
the  County  should  be  accommodated. 

Socio-economics.  The  economic  impact  upon  the  County  needs  to 
be  fully  documented.  The  information  contained  within  this 
section  of  the  EIS/EIR  is  not  sufficiently  detailed  to 
evaluate  public  fiscal  impacts.  A  full  fiscal  impact  analysis 
of  this  project  should  be  included  in  the  public  record  if  a 
statement  of  overriding  consideration  is  being  considered 


/:■:- 


^MA^V^^^^MA^WA^WTO 


wmmmmmmmsmmm 


DOCUMENT  0049 


We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  this  project  and 
look  forward  to  your  consideration  in  response  to  this  letter 
Please  send  the  City  a  copy  of  the  Final  EIR,  any  future  public 
hearing  notices,  Decision  Documents,  staff  reports,  and  time  frame 
for  the  public  review  period  for  Final  EIS/EIR. 

Sincerely, 

DOUGLAS  R.  EVANS 

Director  of  Planning  &  Zoning 

DRE/js 

CC:   Mayor 

City  Council 
City  Manager 
Supervisor  Larson 
CVAG 
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£Brown-;i 

"Bermuda  Dunes,  Ca  92201 
(619)345-9667 
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JOHNSON  j-    JOFTIVSOTSJ 


DEVELOPMENT 


August  30,  1991 


CORPORATION 


27450  Ynez  Road 
Suite  200 

TemeouU.  CA  92591 
(714)676-1604 
FAX  (714)  699-3117 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs  -  South  Coast  R  A. 

63-500  Garnet  Ave. 

P.O.  Box  2000 

N.  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 


RE: 


Draft  EIR/EIS 
Project 


Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 


Gentlemen: 


^  Z^M^ZZ^Tl^  *****  V  *-  «*■  «**  from 
railroad  crossings.  We  hereby  ^^IZ^ZS^T  T"*  "  "  «"* 
to  the  at  grade  crossing  along  the  Southed TSSV  ,  ,  ^g;  at  Ieast  M  "  Penains 
Banning.  We  maintain  that s^iS  Sl«f  -n^  f.0rrid0r  throu«h  the  Ci*  °f 
railroad  traffic,  and  that  XSSSoTS  Sh""?  T  ^  iMreased  leve*  of 
passes  at  existing  at  grade  crossing ,  f w, Aven^S  ZL?^??  P*""*  Under 
Banning.  5    vunsw  Avenue  and  22nd  Street)  within  the  City  of 

The  additional  train  movements  throueh  the  Citx,  „f  r 

project  are  likely  to  have  a  numbeT of  tt7 1-  „  ^mnmg  Senerated  by  the  landfill 

residents  if  the  at  grade  raS^f  POtenaaUy  S1gmficant  ™P*«s  on  the  City  and  its 
pnmary  safety  ^S^^^^ri^T"^  "  unde*^  From  a 
certam  areas  cut  off  by  the  SeS  A  S  *  !  *S  be  ^^  len^ned  for 
of  train  and  motor  vehicle  at£ aTS^1?°  *  ^  be  CTeated'  "  the  number 

frequency  and  duration  *te^£Z£EZ^F  ""^  ^^  Additionally  the 
-acceptable  levels  as  a  xoult^'SScSSfSSS?  "^  "*  ^  " 

™^^^^  ^ased  tram  movements  without 

of  Banning.  The  Qtywil [  eauHn  h  v  S1^uficant  socio-economic  impact  on  the  City 
itself.  Important  SSaSSSSu  aX^"'  ^^  "*  ="*"*  "«  off '  ^ 
no  longer  be  integrated  ES?^?  "?"  °n  the  SOUth  side  of  tow*  will 


,-.,:.,.,.i.1i,,,|.i.pl.,;,.,.,:ii;,;ii?t„,:i?.„.„,1,1^  <AMA'AjJA»AU."J.MAW.»J  WAWAWJJ 
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Bureau  of  Land  Managment 


unde^esbXd^LXfon  lS,Z^    J"  C°mmlCIi0,,  °£  raar0i"i 


Sincerely, 


4S 


David  J.  Alfc/ams,  AICP 
DJA/ps 
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RIVERSIDE  COUNTY 
FIRE  DEPARTMENT 


GLEN  J.  NEWMAN 
FIRE  CHIEF 


210  WEST  SAN  JACINTO  AVENUE  •  PERRIS,  CALIFORNIA  92370 

(714)  657-3183 
August    21,    1991 


Bob  Coale,    Technical   Director 

Mine  Reclamation  Corporation 

Pains  Springs-south  Coast  R.a. 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

P.O.    Box   2000 

North  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

Subject:   Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project 

County  of  Riverside  Specific  Plan  #252 
Dear  Mr.  Coale: 

£^SS^"iS2Strtft£l.  lWiTd  and  Commen ted  to  the  Draft 
detailed  oro  i  ect  f n  ?™^  .  • and  reP°rt-  As  specific  and 
concerns  ne^a  addressing   "  1S  dlScussed<  ^llow-up  questions  and 


1. 


SticinSS  ^e     °f     lndustrial/service     land     uses     can     be 
P?o££?  Tn«/re  att"cted  by  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 

These     potential      service     demands     concern 


our 


4   4. 


Project 
Department 

Sunt?  "fare SiiS  *?  *azardous  materials  within  Riverside 
ups"t  T^e  EaaT6  mo,  .ab°Ut  container  ^aXage  and  container 
"f,!!:  .Ptw  9.  •  Mountain  Landfill  Project  representative 
stated  at  the  August  20  meeting  in  Palm  Desert  that :  thi 
containers  would  not  be  leak  resistant 

¥ZnZBCOTli**  y°Ur  commitfflent  to  preclude  hazardous  materials 
£S.TE££f„i£°-th:  containers  prior  to  transport  tl  £j 
Health  n« «i?  Pr°^ect-  We  also  understand  that  the  County 
?n«i2^  DePartment  will  be  responsible  to  coordinate  til 
inspections  to  ensure  compliance^  <-oarainate  uie 

The  fire  protection  mitigation  measures   listed  several 

SS^SSvi  *Sffi  -*h'iCOi  SyStSm  inte"sts  us^and  "S 
The  co  use  25 r1***  calculati°ns  for  on-site  storage  of  CO,. 
Sarificatfon!    transP°rtati°"  measures  also  need9  further 

SrTheTandfTn  ToLT^c^eTl^1  ^^^  ^^ 
Eagle  Mountain  A*mEZ*tH ~V   Currently  our  personnel  in  the 


© 


recyc/ea  oaoet 


mmwmm^^mmm 
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Tamarisk  Volunteer  Fire  Company  does  staff  a  transfer 
S^SS^'SS  ^ncf/V***  ^^  WeStshouldaanScSaS 
appro^ate^in^andm^3  "^  t0  tMs   Pr°ject  that   are 

SS^SiScrSSJ!!?  b°v  P"1?^  in  **  Ha°glde  Mo^taS'county 
r,«!(^T,»      funding  by  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation.      This   dis- 

supervisors  snould  commence  as  soon  as  possible. 

XSSoSS?,  Srrf.  °S  ^  *«*■«*■»*  aio  West  San 
,  t-erris,  ca  92370,  at  your  earliest  convenience. 


Sincerely, 


GLEN  J.^NEWMAN 
Chief 


ELVrbbm 


cc:  Russell  Kaldenberg,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
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Cathedral  City 

OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR 
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U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  *" '  l'f  : 

400  South  F arret  I  Drive  -  Suite  B205  3  . 'i  : 

Pa/m  Springs,  C/A  92262  ^        ro  ;; ; 

"t."     Eagie  Mountain  Landfill  Project  DEIS  -      *"     r" 

(BLM-CA-PT-9 1  -0 1 5-2200) 
DEIR/State  Clearinghouse  No.  8908413 

Gentlemen: 

The  following  comments  on  the  draft  EIS/EIR  are  being  transmitted  for  consideration 
by  the  Executive  Committee  and  the  Energy  and  Environment  Committee  in  September 
I  Jilt  afrf9'onAa"y  f'9nificant  project  designed  to  serve  the  major  solid  waste  disposal 
needs  of  Los  Angeles,  Orange,  and  portions  of  San  Bernardino/Riverside  Counties. 

fHZUgt  th,e  dirttctimPacts  {°  Cathedral  City  are  relatively  minor  and  pertain  to  rail 
transport  along  the  Southern  Railroad  lines  through  Cathedral  City,  long  term  quality  of 
I  fe  impacts  throughout  Coachella  Valley  are  significant.  If  the  regional  solution  is  a 
remote  landfill  site,  then  the  Valley's  local  cities  and  unincorporated  areas  should  be 
extended  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  program  as  a  long  term  solution 
to  solid  waste  disposal  needs  coupled  with  AB939  efforts. 


There  are  three  areas  of  concerns  to  Cathedral  City 
emergency  response,  and  noise  impacts. 


Edom  Hill  Landfill  closure, 


Edom  Hill  Landfill  Closure  -  Development  in  Cathedral  City,  Desert  Hot  Springs  and 
unincorporated  lands  is  rapidly  expanding  toward  the  existing  Edom  Hill  Landfill 
transportation  and  land  use  planning  conflicts  are  already  beginning  to  surface 
borne  real  estate  investment  opportunities  are  souring  for  major  developments  in  the 
area,  partly  due  to  the  presence  of  the  landfill.  These  conflicts  were  expected  with 
the  assumption  that  the  Landfill  contained  a  limited  useful  life  and  would  be  phased 
out.  If  the  project  is  implemented,  there  is  an  opportunity  to  phase  out  the  Landfill 
in  an  accelerated  manner  regardless  of  the  remaining  capacity.  A  new,  centrally 
located  transfer  station  could  be  constructed  with  the  revenue  collected  bv  the 
County.  J 

Neither  the  Edom  Hill  nor  the  Coachella  Landfills  are  ideally  suited  to  the  long  term 
needs  of  the  Valley.  A  more  centralized  program  integrated  into  the  AB939 
strategies  is  needed  now.  The  catalyst  for  such  change  may  be  the  County's 
apparent  commitment  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  project.  If  the  proactive  commitment 
tor  closure  of  the  Landfills  is  not  made  concurrent  with  the  Eagle  Mountain  project 
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U.  S.  Department  of  interior 
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determined  throuqh  ZaSi  Sf fr£,^  f  "  J?5  ^  ^"'^  srto"/tf  *» 
Aw/ysfc.  me  wKS^^^-^f1'  Study  «*  Cost  Bs™f« 
structures.  Fun^efsaTdd^Jnui^l  ?J,  Tf  f°J /oca/  waste  con"ac'  'a'e 
Management  Plan"  M2296)     S  5  ^ '"  **  "County  wide  So'id  ^ste 

from:  emergency  response  cosfs  and  responsibilities  resulting 

a)  accidental  spills; 

b)  fires  in  the  right  of  way; 

c)  odors  from  spills; 

d)  clean  up  of  strewn  debris- 

e)  SXffSSSlS  lndMduafs  t0  some  hazardous  waste  *»  «—  * 

f)   lack  of  fire  truck  and  emergency  vehicle  accessibility  to  tracks. 

SSoT^nf^^Z^t.TT'  With  "mited  — -  'oca, 
these  rBspon^IS^^tS^^V^^V^^  TS*£"«*** 
mitigation  measures  are  recommended:  5         ^"^   The  fo"owina 

^  ^ons^ 


<9  »b  ftytf-ans  sftouB  be  pMAd  atog  „,  w/raM  righ,  0, 


way;  antf 


::x- 
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B)  SSr t0  *"■  liable  informs  as  to  their  contents  and 

3    ~^^ 

from  the  railroad  tracks  or  esS/SorS^f?^  Setbacks  *  '***  500  feet 
twi  poential  major  residential  projecZpl^ZtnT'5  b&  **  *«*■  Th"*  ™ 
to  the  railroad  right  of  way.  >  P'annec <  foi -the area  immediately  adjacent 

The  City  of  Cathedral  City  General  Pi*n  „«/,  • 

CNEL)  of  6o  dBA  to  achieve  an  averaaeinH^r  n  extenor  noise  level  (averaae 

maximum  level  is  not  nlcessviXZ Zi  °'S3  leve/  standard  of  45  dBA    Thfs 
ZmmUnWeS'ikeCathe^l^  in  ouietsUAbuJban 

areas  are  affected  by  incomZtibU noSif* ^ !anc '  Fe^raJ  standard  when 
freeways/arteriais,  etc.  CommunZ ea7e%  %Z£F  T*  as  railroa^  S 
residents :  to  "do  something"  StS  °th^  ^  pressumd  by  affVcSd 
PMf'pae  in  the  constructor fo  appTopn^Stn'oiZ^6'^6  Pr°Ponent  should 

refflTVZ ,en9th)  at  such  v^SSXSSSSZZ (roughly  one  to  one  ** 

shoS  ?"*  deve'°per  Elements  are  acaulrtd  !  SSL  r*™* plans  have  been 
should  be  incorporated  into  the  EIR/EIS  mitigation  monitoring  measure 

In  closing,  the  County  of  Riverside  ann  «,-  « 

environmental  concerns   outiinedal^ 

establishment  of  a  centra,  transfer  sSfion hJ?^  °f  *»   Va"^ '*"S  and 

magate  increment,  noise  ffiM3£»~  to  *  *°»™  S 

Sincerely, 


Robert  A  Htliery 
Mayor 

BWL/st 

cc:  Members  of  the  City  Council 

Roblrtt  Ml7nABS°Ciatl0n  0t  Governments 

*£&  JSS&S^iasj; waste  "~" 

Jere  Kersnar,  Assistant  Citv  MarlaLr 
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MEL    BALLEN 

15-995  Terry  Drive 
Sky  Valley,  CA  92240 
(619)  329-7278 


September  4,  1 991 
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BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

fjjim«,Spr431*s  "  Soutn  Coast  Resource  Area 
400  South  Faxrell  Drive,  Suite  B-205 
Palm  Springs,  CAlifornia  92262 

RE:   EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  SITE  FOR  LOS  ANGELES  GARBAGE 

Gentlemen:  -_  ~~:  < 

pa1m   n        La«*!ndSd   the  AuSust   27th,    1991    meeting  at   tnV     ?.V 
S^JUl  y  Hal1    concern^   the   proposed  usf  of-  tS      "' 

rtluse   £Z      ^   «Cavf ion  for  dumping  millions    of   tons    of    - 
refuse   from   the   Los  Angeles    area. 

™„+       •       +"5  ^^    ±dea   tllat    the   desert    could   be   any  more 

«,,      «.      ^istelliaS  to   the   applause   after   each  speaker,    it 

N^T   S  LvSRC:fCtheenoJat.tll?1ma-JOrit7    °f    ***    ^^°   ~ 
+1,      ■U,/AVUK   0:f   the   potentially  disastrous   proiect        In   fflrt 

r^irSl  ?r:fLSPeakl11?  ?   ^^   °f   th±S    P- jecfCerf  tS^ ' 

of  mon^taS  g"J£   if ^hif        ^    ****   ""    beCaUS°    °f  a   **»* c° 
uiie-cary   gam   if   this    project   was    installed, 

»«.^«        Knowing   that    the    COLMAC   Trash  burning  project    is 
±ti.Tfut°±ll   f  T'    (^iCl1   *   alS°    Wo-«i)f    makes   m^th^ 
£Lle   SStTt* °  h°Pe   the   BLM  vil1   f°reS°   ^S    backing   oFttL 
monev        S^o^*  dufflP^^^ture    just   for   the    sake^Tmaking 

STSit   look  NofSrla *!?•    V6   ^   "»   °ut    oi>  dumpinTSfe! 
j.ooic  nuw   for  a   clean,    safe   replacement. 

Sincerely, 

Mel   Ballen  *S^ 

Past    Chairman/Member   of  CSA   104 

Member   of  Sky  Valley  Homeowners   Association 

Member   of  Sky  Valley  Chamber   of   Commerce 


MB/vjb 

CC:   Supervisor  Larson,  Secretary  of  Int 


erior  Lujan,  Washington, DC 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  MINES 

o«„     EASr  360  3RD  AVENUE 
SPOKANE,  WASHINGTON  99202-1413 


August  30,    1991 


Memorandum 


I 


I 


To: 


Russell  L.  Kaldenberg,  Area  Manager- Bure*,,  of  ,  ^  «_  "     ^   -  ^ 
Springs-South  Coast  Hesou^eT^^^,^^^^,  *£ 


cj 


From:  Chief-Branch  of  Engineering  and  Economic  Analysis 

Subject:     Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project 

The  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Proiect  is  »  k<~  ■    -a  '*'"., 

away"  lifestyle.     Our  Nation^T™  Jt  ^  reminder  of  society's   -'throw- 

and  discarded  as  <Z* "£ ^JJ  aSSS  "UK*  ~—  -  P™*«*s 
environmental  problems  arise  as  a  Suit  of  kif£ ti0nall^>   significant 
dxsposal.     Acceptable  solutions  must  £  idl^fi  ef  ^  ^^i™  and 
and  wherever  possible.     This  massif     1  ™*  ?  "*  ^^nted  whenever 

Mountain  Landfill   is  rcrhnrf  massi'e'   i°ng-term,   state-of-the-art  Eagle 
area.      IWortu^.^wS  S^KS?  ?*  ^Southern  California 
come  sacrifices.     We  must  remain  coLl  fu  °"e  °f  society's  problems 

thelr  cumulative   impact  creates  ^TAT^l^^l^Tl^^  ^ 

222£  Sese^iftce^^rlL0!  *£  ^  ^^  ^^      * 
Southern  California? " Tresou^'  £  nC*°utw*i*h  the  benefits  to  the 
is  the  Nation's  mineral  endowment  ^^1^  ^^  «™  being  asked 
percent  of  domestic  iron  ore  reserved  »t%„i      £°  eaS>'  t0  overJo<*  the  1.05 
"hich  will  most  likely  nev^  S  Sle  »?f  ^M°Untain'   "early  ^^-third  of 
.Although  this  mav  seem  an  SLtfLTJ?^  f         *  threCt  result  of  the  landfill 
total   mineral   reser^  Tre^To^l  Sfl   "V*  iS  «""  ™  lion's 
here,    1  percent  there,   and  5  pe^so^e^Tlt^ '   "^  ^"^  *«"* 

occurs  when  many  of  these  deposits  a-  w  *S  c^ative  impact  that 

land  management  decisions.     Si^  '  f  LT^  Production  by  various 
expansion  of  National  Parks  andffiliS  p       nuclear  waste  repositories, 
wildernesses,  designation  of  habSt^tSnT  '  ^^^  Proposals  of 

all  contribute  bit  by  bit  to  the  removal^  1      ST*'  ,6Ven  "^  development 
from  possible  development  f  OUr  Natlo"'s  mineral  endowment 


We  commend  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation,  Kaiser  Steel  Resources  Inc   the 
County  of  Riverside,  and  the  Bureau  of  I*nd  Managed  forTeTr  Siingness 
to  work  wlth  the  Bureau  of  Mines  and  for  their  courage  to  preset  ^hisTneral 

btatement.  Detailed,  factual,  straightforward  presentations  such  as  this 

E^SA8"^  Se^iCe-  ^Sy  aSSist  ««««i«.  such  as  ^Bur^'f^nes 
to  piece  together  the  total  iinpact  so  that  decision  makers  across  the  country 
are  made  aware  of  the  significance  of  the  sacrifices  being  ionised  on  ouT 
domestic  mineral  resources.  -uuposea  on  our 


John  R.  Norberg 
cc:  Robert  Anderson,  BUi   California  State  Office 
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August  27,    1991 

I?  8$5t  ©SfflaK?  many  Problems  with  the  proposed  landfill 

can  to^cle?16!8/^;  2l  Sl?L%8  d°^  a11  th^ 
aluminum,   are   they  ^^^j^^gff^   ^>    «* 

2.  How  much  pollution  will  the   trains  a«*  +       , 

each  day?     What  will  if  s   effect  be   ™   K?2  °^S  genera^ 

Coachella  Valley?     The  trains  2d  Iru'is  generate  £iJS, 
both  ways,    and  they  have   to  return  e^pty\  Pollution 

3.  Will  the   landfill  contaminate   the  ground  water? 

we  4^tz£ir^Ti^i^ Eagle  Kountain-  «*  wii1 


peopJe'.rtrlsr^We0^:  TV  *  ^^   ground  for  otn* 

created  a  serious  envnornmental  problem. 

Sincerely, 

Planripe'  oarilyn'  &  Joshua  Beidler 
P.O.  Box  304 

La  Quinta,  Ca.   92253 
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DOCUMENT  0059 


RUSSELL  0.  BUTCHER 
Southwut-t-ctllfoml*  Rmpnnnuim 


September    5,    1991 


RE:    DRAFT:    EAGLE   MOUNTAIN^ LANDFILL 
EIS/EIR  ^ru.-turii.u 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  Resource  Area 
Bureau   of  Land  Management  ** 

P.O.    Box   2000 

N.    Palm  Springs,    California    92258-2000 
Dear   BLM   Staff: 

to   review  and  respond   to   the   draf?  LK"1""   this   °PP°rtunity 
environmental    impact    statemenfand  re^t  ^  landfill   Project 

for  ^lou'^^  a   suitable    ,ite 

and  while   we   acknowledge   that    "reckling"   a   *«r  WaSte    landfi11 

for    such  a  purpose    is   a  potentially  worths   ,"   open-pit   mine 
theless   convinced  by  environmental    i^ rth*\ corrcept ,    we   are   never- 
ment   that   this   is   not   an  env^rSn^entfl^3   dls^Ufsed   in  the   docu- 
a  massive    solid  waste   facilitv-^HH^     I   SOUnd   loca-tion   for    such 
National   Park   System?  jSSS^KI^SS   fV  ""^  UU±t   °f   the 
to    several   areas   being  re common *L        10nal  Monument;    and   adjacent 
national   monument   ^^^^^UtlS^^^t^^ 

Posed^^^LnSn^ndriL%°roC;ectS  at^thf  ol/^  «»  *- 
open-pit   iron_ore  mine   are   the    SSSiS,1*6  Steel 

(1)    As   the   EIS   document   points   out    (p.    4i3) 
"The   analysis    indicates   thai-    in    +-h^      u 

the   project    impacts   will   exceed   in^rS*6?"   °f  mitWion, 
Tree   boundary   for   all    ^f        ?,         rements   at   "«   Joshua 
have   been   el LbUsJed •    Streak   f  "^   f°r   Which   Cerements 
and   fine  particulates'        thrle   of^1^'    SUlfUr   di°^i^, 
Park  service   should  be 'not e5        ?g£  «»«««.<*  the  National 
nitrogen   oxides        m^„  ««-.,  "'    ...the    increases   of 

Joshul  Treelation^M^ument^^cond0611^"10115  With±n 
pollution  may  adversely  32^    .!??£'    increases  in  air 

the   fugitive^  anf  Lhlr^tSla^mSions  £?&' 


^Box1  6P7rConnd  C°nje-ati-  Association 
*  ox  67,  Cottonwood,  Arizona  86326 
(602)  634-5758 
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project   would  contribute   to   the    increase    in   desert  haze..       •■ 

stron^TSpp^e^lL^nf or:Sf^f ^^tion  .easures,    we 
one   of   America's  premier   desert   „S<«  massive   aeration   next   to 
degradation   from  ?he   Los  £££. XsSTal^S8'      Mr   gUalit* 
national  monument.      We   uraethlt    lilt     already  compromises   the 
virtually   on   the   boundary^ Joshua   £«•"£.?■    ^T*^1   Venture 
risk   unacceptable   air   pollution  ?^^!      Natlo^l  Monument  would 

desert    flora   and   fauna!   anf  Clc^so   deS2d S  thf*^  ?"9ile 
experience    for   visitors.  ctegrade   the   quality  of 

(2)    As   the   document  points   out   rpaarHin^ 
alarming   environmental   threat    (pp?   514-5i"^  9  SVen  m°re 

SeasonaTstor'm  SSk^p L^f ™  ^'tLT .  .  . 

summer  rainstorms  freguen^in  Julv^nd^1^  C°nCern '   The 
ized  by...  strong  isolated  winds   YTL  ,f  ^^  ^  ^aracter- 

fwithin  ^WSfiLfS^  ™ 

compacte'^thL^erefo^  Sg^S*  S^s."^  -fuse  will  be 
layer  of  coarse  ?al"ng°"  we  *£  Sli'^±th  ■■"-^ch-ainiinum 
with  a  continuous  od^Ho!    9  !   Xt  WOuld  not  be  Possible, 

avoid  windfall  lebrls  fro^'oren-Und!r  ±deal  coitions,  to 
carried  far  M  wide  L™  nf  vPin*  fr?m  the  dumP  site  and  being 
that  much  of  tts  surroundin/S/?  Wllde^ness  landscapes.   Given 
ness  Preservation  System  ??  ™,  l"s_  within  the  National  Wilder- 
such  debris,  since  Lto?'  vehicles  arl  HS^16  t0  ■ !  ™   rSCOVer 

venicies  are  banned  from  wilderness  areas 

unacceptable  risk  S'JV  windblown  debris  presents  a  totally 
ad jaceK  proposed  addition^  ?re*  National  Monument,  as  well  as  to 
national  wiloSss  system   ^Y^g?  7™™**   and/°r  to  the 

(3)  As  the  document  says  (pp.  521  &  527), 

woulfexSd'th-e1  SSTtH^S'^  ^^  °f  ^  la"dfi11 
Eagle  Mountains  and  would  be  visLle  from'the  f"^  °f  the 
of  Pinto  Basin  ruifhin  t  u   vislD-Le  £rom  the  eastern  portion 
could  detract  from^h    f^*  Tree  National  Monument]  and 
ouia  detract  from  the  wilderness  characteristics  of  the  area." 


::-:::---. ........... 
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there  are  &  ^-SJlfSSS  S^LS^^JIS1  -"JS"  ' 

4  000  acres   which  would^InTunL^LSna ^ ark  Se^S^oLT 
tion  the  only  part  of  Pinto  Basin  not  presently  within  JoshSaTrL 
National  Monument;  and  (b)  Much  of  BLM's  Eagle  Mountain  SS  rS 
prising  some  50,000  acres  (including  the  Pinto  Basin  wLf  ' This" 

"°uld  ^e  transferred  to  the  monument  under  federal  legislation 
pending  m  Congress.  There  is  also  the  Coxcomb  Mountains  WSA  like- 
wise being  proposed  for  addition  to  the  monument.  U"rains  WSA  ilke 

wn^Wh6ther  thSSe  lands  are  added  t0  the  monument  or  become  BLM 
wilderness  areas,  their  integrity  as  unaltered  natural  places 

Si  Proilctatl^COmPr°^iS^  by  thS  pr°P0Sed  EagleUMoun?aineLand- 
rill  Project.   This  would  be  particularly  true  fn-r   *>,«  d-,-^4-^ 

WSA  and  for  much  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  WSA.  "^ 

It  should  be  mentioned,  further,  that  much  of  the  lands  beina 
^°P°s!dnf0f  addition  to  Joshua  Tree  we^ctually  once  a  part  ^ 
the  national  monument.   They  were  unfortunately  deleted  in  1950 
and  acWthy  of  being  re-united  with  the  monument  once  again. 

(5)  As  the  document  mentions,  a  waste  dump  such  as  the 

As Treiult^f "f lY  aTaC?S  SCaven9in9  b-ds,  such'as  ravens 

in  Shf  ™  I  tu   u"natural  vast  increase  in  the  raven  population 

crease  S  ravfn *£.£??'  ^^  W°Uld  alS°  be  a  ma^or  Natural  in- 
li2?!S  ™x  predation  of  young  Desert  Tortoises— a  federally  &  stat 

ientestSsn^:d59T-595r;   *  °PP°M  *""  SCenari°-   **  th*  d°-- 

oJr«r»ctial  ^Cr!aSu  in  the  re?ional  raven  population  could 
occur  as  result  of  the  establishment  and  operation  of  the 
Eagle  Mountain  landfill  project.   Ravens  are  know£  ?o  prey 
upon  juvenile  tortoises  and  have  the  potential  to  impact 

Wo^    fe,P°PUlations  at  both  tne  local  and  regional 
level  [including  within  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument] 
Increased  depredation  of  tortoises  would  be  a  significant 
cumulative  impact."  siyuncant 

could^1!^!?6  document  also  indicates  that  a  raven  killing  program 
could  be  initiated,  we  oppose  the  whole  idea  of  causing  the 
raven  population  to  increase  throughout  the  Joshua  Tree  National 
manTof  thregb°rds!hiCh  *»  ***   W°Uld  ***«  *  slaughtering^ 
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regarding^thrproposeS  regional'sof  if0™  We   find  t0   date 
other  Possibilities      as   will      Lc?,^     W&St&   dump '      There   *« 
could  penetrate    into     he        r(   ™S      ^9  n°ise    ^Pacts   that 
the  quality  of  vS^or^Sence     InftW   1«dTJjBpalrlBff 
for  night   light  pollution  extendi™   w      ^re   1S  the  Potential 
and  wilderness   areas  extendmg   into   the   national  monument 

facility,    such   as   thl  pr^osed  bSS  mZ ""■■lag   and  repository 
to   be   a  compatible   adiS   ?=J   9        Mountain   Landfill   Project, 
Park   system"      Not  only*  "Sid  SL^LantLT*   "J-**   Nati°-1 
massive    transportation   facili^o!  ^antic   operation,    with 
located   a   mere    8,000    Lit      at   its   rL^l™**   ^   trUck'    be 
of   Joshua   Tree   National   Monument      but  Its   ^nt'.t0   the   boun^y 
stantial   threats   of   air   aualitv    Ln=      ^s   activities  pose    sub- 
directly    impacting   the   or llttS  ^*lrment>    of  windblown   trash 

direct  visual   I^ir"men?rf£m tit^tiiZt^T ',    and  °f   S°me 

J.J.U1U  wicnm   tile  monument    itself 

from  theUpIskbilit^sef  ofsitS:   Sl^T***   S±te   be  "delet^ 
waste   facility".  ltlng   thls   Southern   California    solid 


II 


cerely, 
RusseIT-D.    Butcher 


RDB/prb 

cc:  Dave  Moore,  Sup't. 
Joshua  Tree  Nat'l 
Monument 
Lucien  C.  Haas, 

California  Native  Plant  Society 
Mr.  &  Mrs.  Francis  M 
NPCA  Headquarters 


9. 


^L_ 


Pacific  Southwest  Regional  Director 


Wheat 
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17-640  CORKILL  ROAD  .  #58  •  DESERT  HOT  SPRINGS,  CA  92240  .  (619)  329-5399 


Sept.    4,    1991 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs  -  South  Coast  Resources  Area 

Attn:  Marianne  Wetzel 

P-0.  Box  2000 

North  Palm  Springs,  Ca .  92258-2000 

Dear  Ms.  Wetzel: 

Consider  this  letter  as  a  protest  voice  against  the 
proposed  land  fill  at  Eagle  Mountain.   We  in        s 

andSnoii  J"  »™V™»  the  Mg  City  and  esca?e  their  congested 
and  Polluted  environment.   Their  waste  is  their  problem 
let  them  bury  it  in  their  own  back  yard. 

We  will  take  care  of  our  own  refuse  but  we  do  not  intend 
CounVarel   9S  ^  **  ""  g"ater  L°S  ^geles-Orange 

realiz^th^'L1'  iS  *  Serious  Problem,  but  people  must 
cannot  be   a   ^  V!S!e  P"ducts  ^nd  environmental  damage 

1  t  "^  t0  thSir  out1^  neighbors.  They 
produce  it,  they  enjoy  the  benefits  of  big  city  life  and 
xt  is  their  responsibility  to  take  care  of  their  own  nest. 

into^haTusedT  Z*   their.  Pollution  in  the  air  that  blows 
into  what  used  to  be  our  picture  perfect,  smog  free  valley. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Tom  Glenn 


U1..H11  t,u  uai.^jav^A^A^IMA^MA^UWA^VA^XW.TO^ 
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17-640  CORKILL  ROAD  •  #58  •  DESERT  HOT  SPRINGS,  CA  92240  •  (619)  329-5399 


September  11,  1991 


Kay  Ceniceros,  Supervisor 
4080  Lemon  Street 
Riverside,  Ca .   92501 

Dear  Supervisor  Ceniceros: 

This  letter  is  about  the  land  fin  project.   According 
to  an  article  in  today's  Desert  Sun,  you  are  still  keeping 
an  open  mind  on  the  issue.   Hopefully  this  letter  will  convince 
you  to  oppose  it. 

There  is  no  question  that  the  proposed  land  fill  will 
cause  pollution,  and  further  degrade  our  desert  environment. 
To  weigh  the  financial  benefits  against  the  environmental 
degradation  is  not  the  real  issue  here. 

So  the  county  will  receive  some  money,  that  is  true,  but 
what  will  this  money  accomplish?   Possible  prenatal  care  for 
those  unable  to  pay  is,  on  the  surface,  a  noble  idea,  but  is 
it  wise  and  is  it  equitable  to  the  millions  that  will  be  effected 
by  this  decision.   I  use  the  term  millions  because  the  project 
will  extend  for  100  years;  with  the  increasing  population  in 
this  area  and  the  time  span  involved  -  yes,  many  millions  will 
be  effected  by  your  decision. 

I  submit  the  following  for  your  consideration: 


The  refuse  is  generated  in  Los  Angeles  and  Orange  Counties 
and  therefore  it  is  only  just  and  fair  that  it 
of  in  those  counties. 


be  disposed 


D. 


Many  of  us  have  left  the  cities  to  escape  their  pollution. 
By  doing  so  we  have  given  up  the  benefits  a  big  city  has 
to  offer.   We  made  a  considered  judgement:  give  up  the 
city  benefits  to  escape  it's  pollution.   It  is  not  fair 
that  we  now  must  become  their  garbage  dump. 

Generations  yet  to  come  will  suffer  the  consequences  of 
this  land  fill  through  air  pollution  and  ground  water 
pollution. 

There  is  no  way  to  guarantee  that  toxic  substances  will 
not  be  mixed  with  the  regular  refuse,  thereby  exacerbating 
the  degree  of  dangerous  pollution. 
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We  must  finally  come  to  realize  that  the  slight  benefit 

of  additional  revenue  must  not  be  considered  as  a  plus 

or  a  mitigating  factor.   If  a  project  will  produce  pollution 

and  degrade  the  environment  the  answer  from  our  government 

representatives  must  be  an  emphatic  NO. 


F.    The  old  cliches  of  "well  no  one  got  everything  they  wanted' 
or,  "it  was  the  best  compromise  we  could  reach",  have 
no  further  place  in  issues  such  as  this. 


8 


G.    It's  a  bad  project:   it  will  have  far  reaching  detrimental 

effects  into  the  twenty-second  century.   It  must,  therefore, 
be  defeated. 


I  urge  you  to  consider  this  matter  in  light  of  today's 
deteriorating  life-style  and  the  tremendous  negative  effect 
it  will  have  on  future  generations. 

Please  oppose  this  with  all  vigor. 


Very  truly  yours, 


/ 


Tom  Glenn 
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L.  Warner 

10-31 S  Sunningdale  Drive 

Rancho  Mirage.  California  92270 


DOCUMENT  0063 


I 

1 


1 


(fi  g  -J>~2*    x^hk-***^"    £0* . 

2        &%,/**€.      ****  .  j  •- 

J^**     sm^tI    0""    (f*~~~J 


3 

4 


I 
1 


DOCUMENT  0064 


Jtff 


o^       /??/ 


/     • 


c 

^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^|A^^^^^^^^uJA^uJM^^^VA^v^^!^!^lv!7^^?^w 


DOCUMENT  0064 


/%&& 


y 


^L 


DOCUMENT  0065 


!        ^ -Us&t^QA  JUMLjl&  S^_mWL  'jisr&Q^^   a^% 

ioajSLt  Jy^eruL  ^entCy^  J^  P-a^cK  oj-ul^  , 
a-  /vial  wuWCiAj^  sUso  j^lq^  -fH&fr-u^  4$^ 


:•:■  ~] , , u  im^ij^m.mjjjjj.  j i ".'"/.*.) SBBB 


DOCUMENT  0066 


Sept.  6,  1991 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

l^nSr,Pr±ngS'S0Uth   Coast  ^source  Area 
bJ-500  Garnet  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  2000 

North  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

ATTN:   Marianne  Wetzel 

Dear  Ms.  Wetzel. 


on  the  pro- 
the  BLM 
earing  under 

?^*^21Jgjr5^l£^1»21"-,«*  th.  K.l,er 

proposed   dump  will   have   a  v     v  „.„!•  hearin§-    1   am   convinced   that    the 
Valley   as    toM     quality   and  has   IK^tS????    2"   the   £ntire   Coa^ella 
of  ground  water   in  the  Palo  Ve?de   valley ^"J*"8"1™   contamination 
are   Kaiser   retirees      living   mfji    f7'      I   have   friends    m   Indio  who 
but   they  are   ^^K^^^^1^^^^^.^^  anticipated, 

of'aJJi^onafn^erforli^f^cK6  T^V*  *■*«*  U^  °»  valW 
dump  site  and  more  diesel  pXI^fSJii. ^"f1  Pw«ed  machinery  at  the 
use   of   alternative-fuel- usinl  „M    uf  I      the   PJ°P0Sal  were    for   the 

as  well   as   going   into   thHecvrh'^ \,  !  Los  Angeles   could  do   that 

be   profitable    in  many   areas?   7§   buSlnesS'    whlch  ha*    al*°    proven   to 

could'do^^11^  iS   iUSt  be§inning   to   do   something  about   recycling   and 
could   do  much  more   of   it        Much    nf   t-fca    i-,-,„v,    ..t.    -      »"«**«-    J-ci.yi.xing   ana 

could   be    composted   and  used  by  agriculture   and   «   H™  g°£S    t0    dUmpS 
Initially,    this   could  have   a  price "ae  but   In      Sardeners   ^  the  valley, 
profitable   and  beneficial   for  Sur  J  rgn,,»  v  i        **   long  ^n   it:  would  be 
dening, which   could   be   JonewLh   less    resort   ?o    IS  °Ur1  f ami^   and   §a- 
reduce  potential   threats   to  our  ground  water        cWcals'    and  wo^d 

uf-yrsras  sirs  £SftSLg-ag%1%^f £&£ , , 


Sincerely 

5an  SpieV(Mrs7  C.E.) 

.0.    Box   1351,    Indio,    CA     92202 
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US.  Department  of 
Transportation 

Office  of  me  Secretary 
of  Transportation 
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400  Seventh  St..  S.W. 
Washington.  DC.  20590 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  springs-South  Coast  R  a 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  2000 

N-  Palm  Springs,  CA   92258-2000 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

^^Sain\Spacta?t8I?SnJ°f nd^ -reviewed  the  draft 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Eugene  L.  Lehr 


Chief,  Environmental 


Division 
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Sursau  3f  Land  Management 
Palm  Springs-South  Coast  RA 
63-500  Garnet  Ave. 
N.  Palm  Springs,  CA,  92258 

Attn:   Marianne  Wetzel 

Dear  Ms  Wetzel , 

I  am  a  resident  of  Desert  Center  and  owner/operator  of  a 
local  farming  company  specializing  in  the  cultivation  of  jojoba. 
As  such,  my  fate  and  the  welfare  of  my  family  is  linked 
intimately  with  the  quantity  and  quality  of  the  valley's  ground 
water  reserves.   in  our  operation  we  have  always  striven  to 
preserve  this  essential  resource.   That  is  why  we  farm  only 
jojoba,  a  crop  which  requires  only  a  fraction  of  the  water 
that  other  crops  such  as  asparagus  or  cotton  need.   In  addition, 
we  utilize  only  drip  irrigation  to  more  efficiently  apply  the 
water  we  extract  from  the  aquifer. 

I  am  very  concerned  about  the  proposed  landfill  project  at 
Eagle  Mountain.   Many  of  the  conclusions  drawn  in  the  Draft 
EIE/EIR  disturb  me  greatly.   I  feel  no  assurance  in  the  efficacy 
of  most  of  the  proposed  mitigation  measures.   For  example,  on  the 
issue  of  potential  water  quality  degradation,  I  feel  the  proposed 
mitigation  measures  are  far  from  adequate.   Although  the  design 
of  the  liner  is  not  described,  I  have  heard  that  the  liner  will 
be  a  composite  of  plastic  sheeting  over  clay  of  some  thickness. 
The  reality  is  that  plastic  liners  are  subject  to  all  sorts  of 
failures  due  to  manufacturing  defects,  ruptures  during  installation, 
and  tears  under  the  weight  of  the  fill  material  itself.   Furthe- 
more,  the  clay  material  is  described  as  being  a  matherial  of  "low 
permiability".  To  me,  this  is  just  as  well  as  saying  the 
landfill  will  leak;  it  is  only  a  matter  of  when.   Perhaps  the 
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»ater  will  not  be  ruined  in  our  lifetime,  but  do  we  want  to 
leave  a  legacy  of  polluted  and  unusable  water  to  the  people  who 
come  after  us? 

Another  aspect  of  the  project  which  worries  me  a  lot  is 
the  problem  of  flooding  and  the  proposed  perimeter  drainage 
SyhStem-   °n'2  Df  the  ssllin9  P'l-»ta  repeated  emphasized  by  ^ 
about  the  suitability  of  thds  site  for  the  project  is  that  l"arge 


amounts  of  leachate  will  not  be  produced  due  t 


o  the  aridity  of 


possibility 
5  will  be  up  to 


tna  area.   From  what  I  can  understand  about  the  leachate  col- 

ZllT^1*    dSSCribed  ^  th£  SpSCific  Plan-"  is  "at  sized  to 
handle  large  volumes  of  leachate.   Howe.er,  please  visualize 
a  scenario  wherein  the  northern  perimeter  drainage  canal  fails 

V  t0"ential  s~r  thunderstorm  (.  breach  in  the  northern 
Perimeter  drainage  system  must  be  considered  a  real 
at  some  point  in  time).   m  such  a  situation  there  w 
several  hundred  acre  feet  of  water  dumped  into  the  filiate 
itself.   This  water  ,ili  not  remain  on  the  surface  of  the  fill 
rnaterial  but  will  percolate  rapidly  ^  ^  fm  ^^  ^ 

begin  to  leach  downward.   At  this  point  the  fluid  becomes 
leachate.   If  the  leachate  collection  system  lacks  capacity  to 
remove  this  fluid  once  it  pools  up  against  the  liner  at  the 
bottom  of  the  fill,  then  it  could  potentially  be  forced  through 
the  liner.   Remember,  the  liner  is  a  plastic  over  clay  composite 
in  only  certain  parts  of  the  fill  area.   it  is  very  concievable 
that  leachate  could  escape  containment  and  collection  under  con- 
ditions like  I  have  just  described. 

The  most  white-washed  mitigation  measure  to  protect  the 
ground  water  quality  is  the  suggestion  that  pollution  detection 
storing  wells  will  be  an  effective  tool  in  recognizing  and 
treating  ground  water  degradation.   Once  the  pollution  shows  up 
in  the  monitoring  wells,  there  is  realistically  nothing  that 
can  be  done  about  it.   By  that  time  the  process  is  essentially 
irreversible,  even  if  the  landfill  never  accepts  another  ton  ' 
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of  refuse.   Variations  in  baseline  water  quality  data  will 
probably  not  register  in  the  detection  wells  for  at  least  40  or 
50  years.   By  that  time  the  fill  site  will  be  close  to  half 
full  (according  to  MRC's  100   odd  year  capacity  projection)    if 
If  toxicities  are  detected  in  the  monitoring  wells  the  a  rupture 
or  series  of  ruptures  in  the  liner  must  be  assumed  to  have  oc- 
curred.  There  will  be  a  continuum  of  leachate  working  its 
way  downward  through  the  fill  material  and  out  the  ruptured 
liner  for  decades  after  the  dump  is  shut  down.   There  is  no 
practical  way  of  stopping  this  phenomenon.   m  addition,  if 
MRC  is  shut  down  due  to  water  quality  standard  violations 
they  will  not  likely  be  in  a  financial  position  to  even  contem- 
plate  such  a  monumental  cleanup  effort. 

This  project  is  riddled  with  technical  flaws,  from  potential 
ground  water  pollution,  to  certain  air  quality  degradation,  to 
conscienceless  wildlife  habitat  compromises,  to  unjustifiable 
traffic  safety  risks.   But  beyond  all  of  these  definite  and 
tangible  shortcomings  there  is  a  further  overriding  reason  for 
not  permitting  this  project.   This  project  is  socially  wrong. 
It  does  our  society  a  disservice  by  allowing  us  100  more  years  of 
being  thoughtless  about  our  generation  of  waste  material.   Prop- 
onents of  the  project  say  this  is  a  moot  point  because  recycling 
and  waste  stream  reduction  measures  are  already  mandated  by  law. 
I  disagree.   The  necessary  radical  behavioral  changes  our 
society  must  make  if  we  are  to  avoid  being  poisoned  by  our  own 
refuse  cannot  be  mandated.   We  must  educate,  we  must  provide 
economic  incentatives  for  large  scale  recycling  and  re-use 
programs,  and  we  must  demonstrate  the  social  benefits  of  respon- 
sible waste  management.   To  give  the  Southern  California  area 
another  100  years  of  convenient  and  relatively  inexpensive 
waste  disposal  is  the  exact  opposite  of  what  is  needed  to  solve 
the  problems  relating  to  our  overwhelming  refuse  production. 
It  is  my  hope  that  the  BLM  will  act  with  conscience  and 
vision  and  not  permit  this  project  to  happen.   No  amount  of 
short  term  financial  gain  can  justify  the  almost  certain  dE 
of  one  of  the  last  pure  environments  in  the  United  States 
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10618  Katella  Avenue 
Anaheim,  Calif.  92804 

Tele:  714 1758  1555  Fa*:  714  758  1550 

September  16,  1991 

63-500  Garnet  Ave  .  , 

P.O.    Box  2000, 

N.    Palm  Springs,    CA   92258-2000 

Ro:      Proposed  Sagle  Mountain  Trash  Dumping. 

SffSilaS0'   ^   PUn   t0    dUmp   L08    An*e1"'    trash    into 
gatti"1  r*d,t0f11t.A0n;n"1iUh:;id    **V    the    responsibility    for 

•xl.ting  transfer  sit.  and    n!vMrt\to£*L&U£&.1*   at    ?" 

amount   of   inert  material   to   be   removed        Thi«    W*   »-lJ   *,   1maU 
be  recycled  or  used  in  other  applications  material   may 

S;ut^W^^-rN;?i^^n.toa  Bin    pas 

~ir«5SdoilSx!°  ^  ^  ab°Ut  P^0lltic  conversion,    please 


*C^&/ 


Terri  Ennis 
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John  R.  Warner 
P.O.  Box  387 
North  Pain  Springs 
CA    92258-0387 
September  12,  1991 

RIVERSIDE  COUNT?  PUNNING  DEPARTMENT 
BERMUDA  DUNES  OFFICE 
79733     COUNTRY  CIUB  DRIVE    SUITE  E 
BSRMJDA  DUNES     CA     92201 

RE:  EAGUS  .MOUNTAIN  IANDFIIX  -  HEARINGS  9-18-91  and/or  11-13-91 
Dear  Mr.  David  Mares,  Project  Planner: 

like  a  majority  of  the  residents  in  the  Coachella  Valley    I  would 
g£^  ^liTt  &  the  transportation  of  such  large  volumes  Jf 
garbage  tamigh  our  portion  of  Riverside  County.        Voiuraes  tf 

Further,  once  the  trains  arrived  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  rA±    ™r 

32Sf  «5tSST,"d  gart*ge  would  ^^^^o/^^L, 

Another  approach,  which  might  be  worth  further  examination    would 
be  to  incinerate  the  garbage  in  L.A.  County  at  onTcTmor^o? 
their  current  land  fiU  sites.    With  "Was^  to  Energy"  S  m£d 

«iL!r°  ^  ^°  S'C'£"»  ^o  will  eventually  need  same  for  L.A ,is 

SH?  ST?  "?*  ^ainS-     Current^  ?#  ofthe  air  polluSon  in 
the  L.A.  Basin  is  from  cars,  busses  and  trucks.     Three  ner  o^t  of 
their  pollution  is  from  electrical  power  generatinfplan^    ^L 

Sii  ihe^arlSe^  eX°ellent  tr"Wf  ^  ****  ^«  *°» 

2  Sain*™  £f  ash+5e=i1^e  °f  «>e  garbage  could  result  in  only 
SMTE?  every  day  or  two.  While  it  was  travelling  to  and  from 
Eagle  Mountain  landfill,  a  second  train  could  beloaded. 

S+  Sf?e8t  corlP2^nt  for  such  a  system  would  be  the  air  pollution 
KtS^-6^"^'  -crabbers,  filters,  and/«  elecSS    ' 

be ftl ceSSeE?*^'  *?  f11^1™  °f  particulate'matterTouId 
be  accomplished.     The  stack  gases  would  be  prdjnarily  carbon  dioxide 


Sincerely, 


ML 


Warner 
Supervisor  Kay  Ceniceros 
Supervisor  Patricia  Iarson 
Russell  L,  Kaldenberg,  Area  Mgr.  HIM 
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GLOBAL  WARMING,     FACT  OR  FICTION 
John  R.  Warner,  P.E. 

Mich attention  is  being  given  to  "Global  Warming".     How  much  is 
truth  and  how  much  is  fiction? 

dSS  °£nC0B«?ter  action  with  increasing  quanties  of  Carbon 
dioxide,  C02,  show  a  gain  in  the  "Global  Warming"  effect*  while 
computer  simulation  with  Sulfur  dioxide,  SO.fsLw  greatL-^eflection 
from  clouds  and  "Global  Cooling".     SO.  is  formed  wheTf^^ 
as  coal  or  oils  that  contain  Sulfur,  Ire -burned.     S0„  is  also^he 
main  culprit  responsible  for  "acid  rain".  2 

Other  reports  show  an  increase  in  temperatures  around  urban  areas 
and  also  show  a  slight  decrease  in  le^eratures  in^emoS^urS  areas. 


2» 


and 


Air  is  comprised  of  Oxygen  molecules,  two  atoms  of  Oxygen. 

™^J°2o^  produCed  as  a  P™*1^  of     combustion,  it  is  heated,  ex- 
panded, and  rises  into  the  higher  atmosphere.    As  it  rises     it  Sola 
and  does  not  necessarily  stay  up  there  /particularly  wi?h  cooliS  at 

£™ef  S  bV^E       B  "  ^t6r'  the  "^  3re  in  favor  °f  tte  C0?  being 
lapped  up  by  the  waves  of  the  ocean,  seas,  lakes,  and/or  rivers. 

A  recent  "Smithsonion"  editorial  mentions  that,  "30  %  of  what  is 
currently  being  produced  apparently  fails  to  remain  Lthfatmo sphere 
or  oceans  and  cannot  yet  be  accounted  fori"     However,   the  April  1?£ 
"California  Geology"  magazine  has  an  article  on  "DIATOM".  wSch  have 
a  beneficial  influence  on  our  Environment.  ' 

mStt0b^t?^he  WOrld'S  0Ce!!B8  tave  a  Prof°^d  ^ct  on  our  environ- 
and  w£? i?„w  (a7!!n  ?"*  f00d  ^PP1^.     ^toms  use  carbon  dioxide 
S3rS2 r^Pen^^eS1L^^0n7Brt  ^"wbon  and  hydrogen  to  carbo- 
KJoducf  2d  ?f  Hi  absorbed  from  the  sun.     Oxygen  is  produced  as  a 
oy-proauct  and  is  released.     Because  carbon  dioxide  is  tee  nrine-inai 
gas  responsible  for  global  warming  through  the^eentoSe  eSct^its 

our  ru-cure  climate.     It  is  estimated  that  as  much  as  60  %  of  the  nw 
gen  in  our  atmosphere  is  derived  from  the  oceans;  this  oxylen  is  ^" 
largely  due  to  the  activity  of  diatoms.     It  may  no?S  S^Sto  far.it. 
that  generate  most  of  our  oxygen  but  the  tiny  diatom." 


(  SEE  OVER  ) 
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in  i^nse  ■^if.SLf^SS^^^^"™-     ^ill  move 
millions  of  individuals      rLll      ?"  ,     f      a*oss  tod  containing 
for  a  very  dJvSl^p  of  ^SJSS!  beCOne  tte  f e«3mTSSdS 
vertebrates.    YJhalef  ^L™i  !f^    ,taoHi  M  ^spension-feeding 

sunlight.  '  passes  with  an  assist  from  moisture  and 

i-tVmiste^^  Volcanic  erupt- 

the  atmosphere,  at  ^the^^^^^^ 

c^stioJso^s^rio^dots6  TSST'Jr^  *"  Cl°Ck'  *" 
up  there,  it  is  probable  *2t  it  sta^ts^67  J"*  C°ld  aS  »  is 
as  soon  as  possible  on  a  continuil^asis!  P  *""  t0  Sarth 

Thus,  is  "global  warming"  a  "red  hpi^^ii 

to  push  for  their^Sa-.?    S    S^ft     *  T*H  Certain  ^Ps 
windmills?  *'  ls  xt  a^  to  Don  Quiote  tilting  at 
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September^  1991 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs  -  South  Coast  Resource  Area 

P.  0.  Box  2000 

North  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

Dear  BLM  folks, 


Attention:  Marianne  Wetzel 


This  is  a  response  to  the  proposal  to  transport  garbage  from  the  Los  Anoeles  area  to  *» 
proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  by  train  and  truck  through  the  Coachella^ley 

I  oppose  adding  this  hazard  to  the  already  vulnerable  Coachella  Vallev  area  i  nn  nnt  k-«      «. 
Environmental  Impact  Study  and  Report"  sufficiently  we.g itto  possibles  '£  tnasZT* 
wrong.  The  system  is  described  in  terms  that  assume  rtw.ll  usual^wo  k  as  Sndec f  Z  rrS 
human  expenence  provides  no  basis  for  such  an  assumption.  intended.  Normal 

The  containers  are  expected  not  to  leak.   (Ask  any  plumber  about  leakless  contains.) 

SL*?3  I6  l*9****  n0t  t0  Crash-     <But  member  the  railroad  catastrophes  at  San 
Bernard.no,  the  Sacramento  River,  and  Ventura  County,  all  within  the  last^art) 

o]1TSl?n0^W,LfCtUal,yKha!?d,e  the  9arbase  (»  °PP°sed  to  *e  people  to  drive  the  trucks 
or  run  the  trains),  who  are  by  definition  low  wage  people  cannot  be  exoerted  to  L  n^K 
conscentious  nor  powerfully  intelligent  and  capable  mev^e  bouLT  bTh.ln  f  w  1°^ 
choice  of  work  implies  some  question  about  th'eir  oveScompetenSo 

The  proposed  separation  of  hazardous  from  non-hazardous  waste  will  also  he  w.n.n-^ 
Respectfully, 


.1.1,1,1,1,1.1  J  J  .1 .-.-.-.y     .y       ' 
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UPPER  SAN  GABRIEL  VALLEV 
MUNICIPAL  \WERDISTRICT 


September  17,  1991 


U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Palm  Springs-South  Cost  Resource  Area 
400  South  Farrell  Drive,  Suite  B-205 
Palm  Springs,  California  92262 


SUBJECT: 


Gentlemen 


SSI^S,    °N   EAGLE   MOTNTAIN   LANDFILL   PROJECT 


d£?SL'  r  y°uV"f°™a,i0n  "*  vari°"!  Ees°1»"<™  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the 

■5 '£22*22?    *"  Waler  asaia  pemMns  BtoMm  "»  ™  "* 

expon  project  and  StaNo 8  »™  "U"°m  *"  COnCeI"  0f  '  *—*K* 
dattSFO^nof^ccheSI^esilabSvaSey™'"'  V"*"'1™  **  "*  "  "» 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  ELR. 

Very  truly  yours 

Robert  G.  Berlien 
General  Manager 

ch 
Enclosures 


11310  VALLEY  BOULEVARD  .  EL  MONTE,  CALIFORNIA  91731 
PHONE.  (818)  443-2297/(23)  283-2400  .  FAX:  (818)  443 «H7 


^^.^^..^^.^^^^^^^^^ 
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RESOLUTION  NO.  3-89-2 5^ 

JflfSp^^L^  THE  B0ARD  0F  "RECTORS  OF 
THE  UPPER  SAN  GABRIEL  VALLEY  MUNICIPAL  WATPP 

coStiSr^?^ding  changes  SFSPSqK™ 

19M  arp  oS?^ITY  MANAGEMENT  DISTRICT'S  DRAFT 
1988  AIR  QUALITY  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

WHEREAS,  the  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Manager  District  has 
published  a  Draft  1988  Air  Quality  Management  pian  ^  ^  ^^ 
purpose  of  setting  forth  a  comprehensxve  control  program  that  will 
lead  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  into  compliance  wxth  all  Federal 
and  State  air  quality  standards;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  Dxstrxct  has 
lOllrequested  comment  on  said  plan;  and 

11     WHEREAS'  ^  B°ard  °f  Di—  of  the  Upper  San  Gabrxel  Valley 
Municxpal  Water  Distrxct  has  reviewed  said  plan  wxth  specxal 
emphasis  on  proposed  control  measures  which  may  affect  water 
quality;  and  i 

WHEREAS,  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Upper  San  Gabriel  Valley 
Municipal  Water  Distrxct  firmly  opposes  the  expansxon  of  existing  j 
or  constructxon  of  new  Class  III  landfills  over  the  water  bearxng 
aquifers  xn  the  San  Gabrxel  Valley  as  a  protectxon  agaxnst  future 
groundwater  quality  degradation;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Upper  San  Gabrxel       I 
Ivalley  Munxcipal  Water  Dxstrict  has  recexved  opinxon  that  the 
"dewatering"  of  biodegradable  solid  waste  may  be  beneficial 
in  improving  both  water  quality  and  air  quality  compared  to 
traditional  landfill  techniques. 
/// 
I/// 
/// 
/// 
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NOW.    THEBEP„SE,    BE    „   HESOlVED   „    the    boaeo   of    directors    ^ 
THS    UPPS*    SM  =SBR1EL  VA1LEY  MmicipAi  wjter   DisiMci   o=    ^^ 

S.=tlo„  '•   Th"  «»  B°«"  -*   ""otors  of  th.  „pp«  san 
*W«  v.Uey  -..,=,„  „,t.r  Distriot  „„eby  ^^  ^ 

S,l=PPO,icio„  to  th.  „p.ation  of  eJlistlng  „  the  co„structim 
6|  Of  uew  class  I„  l«ms  „!t  th.  .«„  beari„g  ,qul£ets 

"ijin  the  San  Gabriel  Valley. 

Sect.cn  2.   Tnat  the  Board  Qf  DlrectQrs  q£    ^  ^  ^ 
Cabrxel  Valley  Municipal  Water  District  hereby  recommends 
that  "dewaterxng"  be  censored  as  a  contrcl  technxgue  for 
mediate  xmplementation  for  all  bxodegradable  solid  waste 
1211  to  be  landfxlled  or  transported  within  the  South  Coast  Air 
I  Basin. 

Sectxon  3.   That  the  secretary  of  this  Dxstrxct  shall  file 
la  certxfied  copy  of  this  Resolutxon  along  with  copies  to 
161  the  rubers  of  the  Governing  Board  of  of  the  South  Coast 
171  Air  Quality  Management  District. 

Dated  this  1st  day  of  March,  1989. 


,;,i.i.;.«,;.»,»:i.:.:..... 
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 
UPPER  SAN  GABRIEL  VALLEY 
MUNICIPAL  WATER  DISTRICT 

I,  Jessie  M.  Keswater,  DEPUTY  SECRETARY,  of  the  Upper 
San  Gabriel  Valley  Municipal  Water  District  and  of  the  Board 
of  Directors  thereof,  DO  HEREBY  CERTIFY  that  the  above  and 
foregoing  is  a  full,  true  and  correct  copy  of  Resolution 
No.  3-89-253,  which  was  duly  and  regularly  adopted  at  a 
regular  meeting  of  said  Board  of  Directors,  held  March  1, 
1989. 

Dated  this  3rd  day  of  March,  198  9. 


Deputy  Secretary 
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RESOLUTION  NO.  7 -q 1-9 a* 

A  RESOLUTION  OP  THE  BOARD  OP  DIRECTORS  OP 

^fm^SiP  SAN  GABRIEL  GALLEY  MUNICIPAL  WATER 
DISTRICT  SUPPORTING  THE  CONCEPT  OP  A 
WASTE-BY-RAIL  EXPORT  PROJECT  FOR  DISPOSAL 
OP  NON-HAZARDOUS  SOLID  WASTE 

WHEREAS,  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Upper  San  Gabriel 
Valley  Municipal  Water  District  in  its  Resolution  No.  3-89-253 
opposed  the  expansion  of  existing  or  construction  of  new  Class  III 
landfills  over  the  water  bearing  aquifers  in  the  San  Gabriel 
Valley;  and 

WHEREAS,  it  is  recognized  that  an  urgent  need  exists  to 
identify  and  implement  non-hazardous  solid  waste  disposal  solutions 
to  Southern  California's  growing  landfill  crisis;  and 

WHEREAS,  several  waste-by-rail  export  solid  waste  disposal 
projects,  that  include  recycling  and  remote  disposal,  have  been 
proposed  as  a  long-term  solutions  to  the  landfill  crisis. 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF 
THE  UPPER  SAN  GABRIEL  VALLEY  MUNICIPAL  WATER  DISTRICT  as  follows: 

Section  1.  That  the  BoarS  aj  Biractora  of  the  Uppaf  san 
Gabriel  Valley  Municipal  Water  District  supports  the  concept  of  a 
waste-by-rail  export  project  for  disposal  of  non-hazardous  solid 
waste. 

Section  2.  That  the  Secretary  of  this  District  shall  transmit 
a  copy  of  this  Resolution  to  all  parties  expressing  an  interest  in 
the  long-term  solution  of  the  landfill  crisis. 
/// 
/// 

/// 
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Dated  this  17th  day  of  July,    1991 
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£■£ ' 
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SECMTARY 
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RESOLITTTny  wo.    a_„7|_?0. 


A   RESOLUTION  07   THE   snxn«   „- 
OP   THE   upper   saw   rL??ARD   0P   DIRECTORS 
WATER   d5£5ct^^£JALLEY  «■*«»* 
BE   TAKES   5   m^SXJS?™8   PRECAUTIONS 

CHEKICALS^N^^SS0^^01" 


healrd     recent  sa™° River  spni  -  -s — 

th  dangers  demonstrate  fche  ^nmty   ^  the  _ 

7"  hSalth  ^  ^  ~  -  -  transportation  of  toxic 
chemicals;  and 

WHE^S,  „,»  tra„Sportation  cortia„s  ^       ^ 

r..„Y  syst..s  usea  ,„  the  ^^  o£  tMio  ^^  ^ 
-  •*«  Valley  ov„  aM  adjacant  ^  ^^^  conservation 
~«,rg.  „olliti..  su=h  as  the  ^  Gabriei  ^  ^  ^  ^ 

spreading  grounds;  and 

WH.RBAS,  these  water  conservation  and  ^^^  facuities  are 

eXtrSmely  VUlne"ble  t0  ««  -— 1  spins  due  to  their  close 
proximity  to  the  transportation  corridors  ^  ^  v^ 

nature  of  the  sand  and  gravels  in  th. 

gravels  in  the  spreading  grounds  which 
provide  a  direct  and  immediate  conduit  t„  «.», 

conduit  to  the  groundwater  aquifer 
supplying  drinking  water  to  th. 

g    "  t0  the  °ne  milli°n  residents  in  the  San 
Gabriel  Valley. 

«  »m  SM  =abRIEL  V11LEY  TOCDll  waTEE  D1SIEICT  as  foUoM. 

*«.ra  pr...„t  „  ^  s„  Gabrlal  vauay  due  ^  ^ 

=«     th.     s,n    Gabriel     Kiver     ^     adjacant     ^^     ^^ 

tuilltin  fro,  toxic  chemical  .pin,. 
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Section  2.  That  new  federal  regulations  require  full 
identification  of  all  toxic  materials  carried  on  any  mode  of 
transportation  and  that  an  itemized  list  be  attached  to  the 
carrier. 

Section  3.  That  toxic  materials  be  stored  in  double-walled 
containers  for  transportation. 

Section  4.  That  the  newly  created  California  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  complete  health  effects  studies  for  all 
questionable  chemicals. 

Section  5.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  District  shall  cause  a 
copy  of  this  Resolution  to  be  transmitted  to  the  State  Secretary  of 
Resources,  the  state  Department  of  Health  Services,  the  state 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  any  other  agencies  concerned 
with  the  protection  of  the  public  health  and  environment. 

Dated  this  7th  day  of  August,  1991 


PRESIDENT 


MTJ  1ST 
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August  13,  1991 


uwf°ott^vilonmental  Protection  Asency 

Post  Office  Box  2815 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 


Attention: 


Mr.  James  S  track 
Agency  Secretary 


Gentlemen: 

™™f„£T0™  tZ^^T^  Munici^  *-  Dto  —  » 

San  Gaoriel  Valley.  The  sm  GaT«  vT„  ^  ^eCenll>,'  both  Sa«"»1e  and  in  OK 

immediate  conduit  to  the  pnindwaler  anS    ■£?  „    f™*0  Whlch  provldes  a  direa  ">" 
dnnldne  «,  „  ^  ,g  "  J™*   SSSTv^  "  ""  **  —  " 

Vane,  me,  £  t^l^LtSE^^S*^  *"  ^ 

semce.  S  proteonon  from  toxic  matenal  jpilfc,  we  would  te  toppy  a  ^  rf 

Very  truly  yours, 

Robert  G.  Berlien 
General  Manager 

RGB/pig 
attachment 
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73-105    CALL,    ESTAD0    _    u    QU|NM     caufornia    922g3        (6ig)    5M2246 

FAX    (619)    56(4-5617 


September    19,    1991 


1 


Surea^of'r^'6^9'    Area   Mana9er 

Bureau   of   Land  Management  «.      -- 

fi7    ^nP^in9S    "    South   Coast    R-    A.  '     'H        " 

bJ-500   Garnet   Avenue  ~ 

P.O.    Box    2000  -;  '.  -     co 

Palm   Springs,    California        92258-2000  ''       "'     - 

Subject:      Eagle  Mountain  Landfill   Project 
Dear  Mr.    Kaldenberg: 

P«p£2  °EfagLiae  Q^\\LiT^rnl%^lll°f  ^  °^'^n  to  the 
The  City  Council  took  this  offTcial  Jno.  ,  currently  Proposed. 
September    17,    1991   based   on   th?  rtU^Sj  US»2,  °™    ^^    °f 

1  l-  Seis;^—  sssustss  s-%r a  threat  to  the 

2  2'   ^^i^S^^^SLS^^^   °f  —e  -tiri^. 

of  the  Valley       t,oachella  Valley  threaten  the  air  quality 

3  3.    The  project  poses  an  unacceptable  risk  of  .  mm  • 

"Pill  on  the  highways  or  along The ^^  rail  system'    3CCldent  °r 

"en°?M^  sincere  consideration 


JOHN  J.  PENA,  Mayor 

City  of  La  Quinta,  California 


MAILING    ADDRESS   ■   PO     ony    i™ 

P.O.    BOX    1504   -    LA    QUINTA,    CALIFORNIA    92253 
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Sept.  18,  1991. 

As  a  Riverside  County  resident  I  urge  the   Bureau  of 
Land  Management  to  oppose  the  Eagle  Mountain  Project. 

Sincerly,         _ 


~7^/ ^^y^^ 


Kyrt  Griffin 
17840  Riviera  Dr. 
ELythe,  Ca.  92225 
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M&  Puilhmg  anfr  (Emtsintciimt  ©rates  (Emmnl 


JERRYP.CREMINS 


REPLY  TO:  PASADENA  OFFICE 


of  daltfnrma 

Chartered  by 

BUILDING  AND  CONSTRUCTION  TRADES 

DEPARTMENT 

of  the 
AFL  -  CIO 

© 


FLOYD  HENKE 

WTttrr-rs 


September  18,  1991 


Ms.  Marianne  Wetzel 

Unite  a  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs  -  South  Coast  Resource  Area 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  2000 

North  Palm  Springs,  California  92258-2000 


CO 
CTi 
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.  _,  zzs 
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RE:   PROPOSED  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  PROJECT 
EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  CALIFORNIA 


Dear  Ms.  Wetzel: 


^niSrolfiCe  aP.Precmiates  the  opportunity  to  submit  the  State  Building 
and  Construction  Trades  Council  of  California  official  position  on 
the  above  referenced  proposed  project.  s^xun  on 

A  review  of  the  EIR/EIS  submitted  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  project 
raises  serious  environmental  issues.  Without  a  doubt,  the  project  if 
approved  will  have  a  negative  impact  on  our  desert  air,  ground  water 
vegetation  and  animal  life  for  generations  beyond  the  115  year  life- 
time bLhheHlaHdfi^-  ThS  StSte  ta*PaYe"  are  faced  with  a  refuse 
time  bomb  which  will  cost  billions  of  dollars  to  rectify  while  Mine 
Reclamation,  Inc.  enjoys  all  the  financial  benefits,  without  concern 
for  the  long  term  injury  to  California. 

?£*„  Sta«.te„  Buildin9.  and  Construction  Trades  Council  is  primarily 
™  *"t  in  creatin9  .:)obs  for  individual  members,  however  we  must 
1°  ?"  5eC°i:d  "  being  in  opposition  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 
project.  The  few  jobs  created  by  this  endeavor  is  outweighed  bv  the 
enormous  environmental  risks  facing  future  generations  of  working 


297  N.  Marengo  Ave. 

Suite  20D 
Pasadena,  CA91101 

C81 B)  796-2022 
FAX  1818)  795-8736 


921-1 1th  Street 

Suite  400 

Sacramento.  CA95814 

(916)  443-3302 
FAX  C9 16)  443-8204 


B400  Enterprise  Way 

Suite  1 04 

Oakland.  CA  94621 

(415)638-1015 

FAX  (415)  638-3138 
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Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  for  input 
have  any  questions.  input. 


Please  call  if  you  should 


Sincerely, 

JERRY   p/^CREMINS 
PRESIDENT 
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KENNETH  BELL 

PRESIDENT 


BUILDING  AND  CONSTRUCTION  TRADES  COUNCIL 

OF  SAN  BERNARDINO  AND  RIVERSIDE  COUNTIES 

A.   F.  OF  L  -  C.  I.  O. 

1 074  E.  U*  CADENA  DRIVE 

RIVERSIDE.  CALIFORNIA  92501 

TELEPHONES:  1714)  684- 1 040  -(714)  825-0867 


JOE  PERE2 

EXECUTIVE  SECmTABY 


September   18,    1991 


€ 


>:■: 


Ms.  Marianne  Wetzel 

South  Coast  Resources  Area 

P.O.  Box  2000 

North  Palm  Springs,  Claifornia  92258-2000 

Dear  Ms.  Wetzel: 

This  Council  has  reviewed  the>  riraft-  ^f  *-k- 

SSmentL-d    W^^tFKW  £SSSS%&SSi 

pro?e^s0fthTt%Pou?da7reSCio0bnsS   E   ^   '1WI*"    been    in    *"«   of 

the  creation  of  iobs  K„]   5!'    however,    never  have  we  advocated 

to  be  complete,  there  are  so^^-'  J??OUgh  the  reP°rt  aPP^rs 
with,  one  of  these  issuL  is  t-hf«eS  ^-We  are  highly  concerned 
of  millions  ofamirto  wSrP°fSlil.llty,.Cf  th*  cont^ination 
site.  Another  concern  we  hav ^i-  'fch!  *£  f  ^  directly  beneath  this 
occur   to    our   highways    in   the    fnZ   J       *  disregard  of  what  could 

feel  that  this  project  «uld  Srl™8"86/11^  traffic<  We 
disaster.  Project    could    become    a    profound    environmental 

SStrSffi^taJS  uiii    5S  .^"m  tt-lrty     Seven     af^-ted 

thirty  five  thousand  JeopTe  voSd Mkf  ^"S^S"1! *<?  *°™  than 
the  nmnncai      ■»-„  v.      F     ^,     *"u±a  iixe  to  go  one  record  in  oDDosino 

S%Kl°rMo^tL?n"acaei??orSa.haUled  '^  L°S  AngeleS'    calfroSS 


Sincerely, 

Joe  Perez 
Executive  Secretary 


JPrtlm 
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P.  0.  Box  2628 

Palm  Springs  CA  92263 

September  15,  1991 

Riverside  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
4080  Lemon  Street 
Riverside  CA  92501 

Dear  Supervisors: 

Re:  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  excessivewastefill 

, at  Desert  Center  CA    

A  country  which  generates  excessive  solid  and  toxic  waste, 
makes  waste  into  a  sinister  profitable  (for  a  FEW  people) 
business,  ana  tries  to  bsainwash  American  voters  into 
believing  WASTE  IS  GOOD  FOR  THEM  .  .  . 

A  country  which  buries  its  enemies  alive  and  tells  the  world 
that  burying  enemies  alive  MAXES  THEM  PEEL  GOOD  ABOUT 
THEMSELVES  ... 

is  a  country  too  similar  to  Germany  in  the  1930s,  South  Africa 
under  apartheid,  the  Ottoman  Empire,  other  sadistic 
dictatorships. 


I 


I*     T**  U'  s"  Military's  Toxic  Legacy",  William  Ruckelshaus, 
CEO  of  Browning  Ferris  Industries  and  former  administrator 
of  EPA,  is  quoted  as  having  said: 

"Of  course  all  landfills  will  leak.   Our 
instincts  tell  us  that,  whether  it  is 

10  years,  100  years  or  1000  years svery 

landfill  will  leak  in  the  sense  that  some 
liquids  will  come  down  through  in  periods 
of  high  rainfall  or  othrr  occasions." 


REDUCE  USE 


REUSE 


RECYCLE 


STOP  ALL  WASTE 


NOW 


That's   all  EACH  OF  US  has   to  do   .    .    .    NOW. 

Very  sincerely, 


y  /-^fc-—^_ 

(Mrs.  John  Harte)  / 

::KJS  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Los  Angeles  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
Orange  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
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P.O.  Box  682,  Walnut  CA  91788-0682 
21201  LA  PUENTE  ROAD 
WALNUT,  CALIFORNIA  91789 
Telephone  (714)  595-7543 
FAX  (714)  595-6095 


RAY  T.  WATSON 

Mayor 

H.  THOMAS  SYKES 

Mayor  Pro  Tern 

"BERT"  ASHLEY 

WILLIAM  T.  CHOCTAW,  M.D. 

DREXEL  L.  SMITH 

Council  Members 


CITY  OF  ^A7^X  T  .iSTTTT 


September  12,  1991 


Mb.  Marianne  Wetzel 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

400  South  Farrell  Drive,  Suite  B-205 

Palm  Springs,  CA  92262 


i 


■ 


Dear  Ms.  Wetzel: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  study  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
and  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 
Project.   It  was  most  comprehensive  and  informative. 

As  a  member  of  the  San  Gabriel  Valley  Association  of  Cities,  Walnut  has  taken  an 
active  interest  in  the  problem  of  declining  landfill  space.   Walnut  was  the  lead 
city  in  fostering  the  initiative  taken  by  the  San  Gabriel  Valley  Association  of 
Cities  to  search  for  solutions  to  the  waste  management  problem. 

in  1988  walnut  was  also  one  of  the  first  cities  to  initiate  a  recycling 
program— long  before  such  action  was  mandated  by  the  state.   The  Walnut  City 
Council  was  acutely  aware  that  landfills  had  become  landfull.   On  an  average 
each  residential  household  adds  96  pounds  of  trash  into  the  landfills  each  week 
As  a  result,  all  citizens  can  hold  themselves  partially  responsible  for  this 
problem  now  confronting  society.   The  City  of  Walnut  Ad  Hoc  Waste  Management 
Task  Force  has  proposed  ways  in  which  the  average  citizen  can  combat  this 
crisis,  and  has  determined  that  a  primary  objective  is  to  implement  a  public 
education  program  to  make  all  people  aware  of  what  they  can  do  in  this  fight 
against  trash  inundation.   Walnut  is  currently  involved  in  this  kind  of  program. 

Cities  in  the  San  Gabriel  Valley  are  personally  concerned  about  the  waste 
management  problem.   Unhappily  for  our  residents,  60  percent  of  Los  Angeles 
County  trash  is  landfilled  in  the  San  Gabriel  Valley.   Walnut  has  experienced 
having  landfills  located  adjacent  to  its  northwestern  and  southeastern 
boundaries.   Therefore,  the  Walnut  City  Council  feels  that  it  can  speak  with 
some  authority  on  the  subject  of  the  impact  of  landfills  upon  its  residents. 

Members  of  the  Walnut  City  Council,  myself  included,  have  toured  both  the  Mine 
Reclamation  Corporation  at  Eagle  Mountain  and  the  Waste  Management  (Rail  Haul) 
site  at  Amboy.   After  reading  the  600  plus  page  volume  of  the  draft 
Environmental  Impact  for  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project,  I  spoke 
with  Gary  Kovall,  President  of  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation,  to  obtain 
clarification  about  certain  items. 
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Ms.  Marianne  Wetzel 
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September  12 ,  1991 


In  reference  to  page  39  of  the  draft  sir,  i  am  concerned  how  long  it  will  be 

Sail    £  "  Wl11  ^  i»*1««*-d  a"er  the  implementation  of  Phase  I   £ 
Kovall  could  not  give  me  a  definitive  answer. 

s^LffnT  519.refer  to  the  t^  °f  lighting  which  will  be  utilized.   I 
suggest  that  you  investigate  metal  halide  lighting  for  this  project.   A  few 

leZl   H°,   H.City  °f  WalnUt  **ri°«»d  -  extensive  investigation  of  various 

2S*  2L  £f  n119  SyatemS  f°r  S°me  °f  itS  parkB-  As  a  reault  °*  this  study, 
staff  and  the  City  Council  were  convinced  that  metal  halide  was  the  state  of  the 
art  in  the  lighting  field  and  represented  the  newest  technology,   it  is  designed 
to  illuminate  only  the  intended  area  and  there  is  very  little^pillage   it  IT 

condition^   ,   i6n^   ThiS  U9htin9  8y8tem  h"  be6n  successful  in  meeting  the 
conditions  we  desired,  and  the  residents  in  the  surrounding  neighborhood  have 
been  pleased  with  the  results.  a  e 

and^ia!!  »•  the/r°poSed  l°c"ion.  of  transfer  stations  as  indicated  on  page  152 
adL*  ??  '  /'  iB»««tl«  that  y°u  be  aware  that  the  Walnut  City  Council  is 
adamantly  opposed  to  a  transfer  station  being  sited  in  the  City  of  Industry 

of  thTtrIT37  Dr,iVS  ^  the  W68t  ^  Temple  BOUl6Vard  °n  the  «»•*•   By  virtue 

of  the  trust  placed  in  them  by  more  than  29,000  residents,  the  Walnut  citv 
Council  must  be  vitally  concerned  about  our  citizens'  welfare  which  woSo'be 
negatively  impacted  by  such  side  effects  as  noise,  traffic,  pollution!  walnut 
Landlni8!^  f"^  experienced  ad—  effects  resulting^*  the  BKK 
eastern  bc^ary. "  ""   """^  ^^  ***  SP^  ^dfi11   l0Cated  °"  "« 

The  Walnut  city  Council  is  enthusiastic  and  supportive  about  possible 
time-saving  measures  that  can  extend  the  landfill  solution  to  the  waste 
management  problem  until  a  more  feasible  disposition  can  be  implemented 

Therefore   ^-n0t  P"CtiCal  t0  exchan°e  one  set  for  problems  for  another. 
Therefore,  it  is  important  that  all  aspects  of  any  interim  solution  be 
thoroughly  explored  to  make  certain  that  it  is  beneficial  and  will  not  contain 
unsown  detriments  to  our  constituency.   I  will  appreciate  any  further 
explanation  you  can  provide  which  will  answer  the  queries  contained  in  this 

Sincerely, 

Bert  Ashley 
Councilmember 


BA:bs 


City  Council 
City  Manager 


SX/^y^M^^y^'A^l'W.W:.;^^ 
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CITY  OF  BLYTHE 

220  NORTH  SPRING   /    BLYTHE,  CALIFORNIA   /    (619)  922-6161 


September  17,  1991 


Bureau  of  Land  Manageaent 
Palm  Springs  -  South  Coast 
63-500  Garnet  Ave. 
P.O.  Box  2000 

North  Palm  Springs,  California 

92258-2000 


Re 


.   Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Public  Comment 


Dear  Sirsi 


concerning  thT  "'  Staff  has  "plored.  is  the  "what  if 
concerning  the  groundwater  gradient  from  Eagle  Mountain.  From  a 
number  of  sources:  the  EIR's  from  the  Sundesert  Nuclear  power 
?heerSYa/e*  R«!  [°tl'  '?d  '**  ?>»«*•••»■  Correc  ,  i  ona  1  "«  i 1  i  ,  yTZl 
I.f.ifH  l .     J    .    f°r  under^ound  wells,   it  was  coneluiv.lv 

an  ub  old  number  of  years  for  any  con .  ami  nates  to  eve  reach  a 
PO  ab  e  supply,  not  introducing  the  hazard  to  begin  fMh,  ,ilh|  b! 
'  J   '    a"SS,er-    Keepin*  lr>  »in<  there  is  no  such  thing  as  a 

i  ifec  aui  r  r.;r  T^r^Ar^  rc"91  *  »">•••  "-: 

groundwater.  landfill   and   potentially   to   the 

also  be  in  line  shoul  d  '^un^t'er^n  <°LZ\  &  ^:  .^  """ 

4  rub^rvrUini  !:r2:fl,;r,feisc(,°  »»«»por.i.M.  •«-»«  °< 

Eagle  mountain    s  absurd    TK        /°°  WhCfC  U  S  ««erated   to 


WMM$MMMMW$^ffi$l%M$§$Mi 
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FROM 


SEP. 17. 1991        9:51  AM 
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Page    2 

Bureau  of  Land  Management. 
Publ lc  Commen  t 
Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 
September  17,  1991 


While  the  prevailing  southerly  winds  will  tend  to  blow  most 
Objectional  substances  away  froa  Blythe.  there  are  very  certainly 
other  communities,  (Lake  Havasu  and  Parker  Arizona)  more  directly 
downwind.  Granted  Havasu  is  quite  some  distance  away,  but  consider 
a  long  burning,  smoldering  fire.  vectors  such  as  flies  and 
mos<jui  tos.  and  the  ever  present  aroma  of  a  landfill.  In  addition, 
all  of  this  could  be  trapped  in  a  localized  basin  which  could  hang 
over  the  Desert  Center  area. 

Assembly  Bill  939  has  some  sincere  goals  for  recycling  a  portion  of 
this  state's  waste  stream.  Why  not  give  this  program  a  chance?  If 
a  56*  reduction  in  the  current  estimated  20,000  tons  is  achieved  in 
ten  years,  then  a  more  realistic  10,000  tons  of  waste  would  go  to 
the  landfill.  Then  again,  is  it  possible  that  the  money  spent  now 
on  developing  and  lining  this  proposed  pit.  would  be  better  spent 
in  developing  zero  waste  programs?  Composting.  full  scale 
recycling,  and  incineration,  are  all  possible  alternatives. 


Whatever  we  can  do  to  make  this  ultimately  a  better  world  for  all 
of  us,  instead  of  compromising  it  for  our  neighbors  is  the  answer. 

S  i  ncere 1 y , 

-  k 


Doris  Morgan 
Mayor 


»(M» 


rn^rr»i  u_ii_ii_i_i_i_i_  i_  i,l,m, »A  vAVA'A' A'A*  AVA'A  • . _  - 
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DOCUMENT  0088A 


DEAR   LAND  YACHT  HARBOR  OWNER, 


I  THINK  WE  ARE  HEADED  FOR  TROUBLE.   SERVICE  AREA  51  RECEIVED 
•^1.7,000  FROM  MRC,  "  THE  LANDFILL  PEOPLE  »  TO  HELP  THE  SERVICE 
AREA  TAKE  CARE  OF  OVERDUE  PROBLEMS  WITH  OUR  WATER  AND  TREATMENT 
PLANT.    YOU  MAY  NOT  KNOW,  WE  ONLY  RECEIVED  $25,000  NOT  OUR 
NORMAL  590,000.    AND  MY  GUESS  IS  THAT  NEXT  YEAR  WE  WON'T  RECEIVE 
■-.NY,  WE  WILL  RECEIVE  ANOTHER  £227,000  FROM  MRC ,  THE  NEXT  YEAR* 
91/9z.    WE  WILL  BE  IN  REAL  TROUBLE  IF  WE  DON'T  GET  THE  LANDFILL 
IN  FOR  THE  YErtR  92/93.  I  ftM  WRITING  THIS  LETTER  TO  ASK  FOR  YOUR 
SUPPORT  ON  THE  LANDFILL  IN  EAGLE  MTN,  AND  TO  WRITE  LETTERS  IN 
SUPPORT  TO  THE  ADDRESS  BELOW.    I  SUPPORT  THIS  ONLY  IF  MRC  GET'S 
A  CLEAN  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT.    AND  THAT  A  LARGE  AMOUNT  OF 
THE  FUNDS  DERIVED  FROM  THE  LANDFILL  STAY  HERE  IN  DESERT  TENTER 
EAGLE  MTN,  FOR  RELIEF  OF  THE  LARGE  ASSESSMENT  AT  LAKE  TAMARISK 
AND  CONTINUOUS  SUPPORT,  ALSO  THE  CLOSING  OF  THE  COUNTY  DUMP  AND 
RELIEF  OF  THAT  ASSESSMENT.  FUNDING  FOR  THE  SCHOOL  AND  LOCAL 
SHERIFF,  THESE  ARE  JUST  A  FEW  OF  THE  THINGS  WE  CAN  GFT  OUT  OF 
THIS.   THIS  IS  MY  PERSONAL  OPINION  AND  NOT  OF  ANY  COMMITTEE  OR 
ADVISORY  BOARD. 


SINCERELY 

KENNETH  STATLER 
PCI  BOX  159 
DESERT  CENTER 
CA  92239 

WRITE  TO;  PATRICIA  [CORKY I  LARSON 
P.O.  DRAWER  1330 
INDIO,  CA.  92201 


ALFRED  A.  McCANDLESS 
SUITE  1S5 

6529  RIVERSIDE  AVE. 
RIVERSIDE,  CA  92506 


|j.i>.;^.^^vAWM^AWi¥."j'.'?.|.||.'.'.'AyjA'. 
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DEAR  SENATOR  PRESLY, 


I  AM  WRITING  THIS  LETTER  TO  ASK  FOR  YOUR  HELP  AND  SUPPORT  FOR 
THE  EAGLE  MTN  LANDFILL.  OF  COURSE,  WITH  A  CLEAN  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  REPORT.    I  FEEL  THAT  WE  HAVE  70%  FOR  AND  ABOUT  20% 
OPPOSED  AND  10%  UNDETERMINED.    I  CAN'T  HELP  BUT  THINK  THAT  THIS 
WILL  BRING  A  GREAT  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  TO  DESERT  CENTER, LAKE 
TAMARISK,  AS  DID  THE  RETURN  TO  CUSTODY,  THE  LARGEST  EMPLOYER  IN 
OUR  AREA.    I  THINK  THAT  THERE  ARE  MANY  GOOD  THINGS  TO  COME  OUT 
OF  THIS.   AND  MAYBE  SAVE  A  DYEING  TOWN.   ENCLOSED  ARE  SOME  COPES 
OF  A  PETITION  WE  HAVE  CIRCULATING. 


SINCERELY 


:^^ 


KENNETH  STATLER 
P. 0.   BOX  159 
DESERT  CENTER,  CA. 


92233 
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County  of  Riverside 
Parks  Department 


4600  Crestmore  Road,  P.O.  Box  3507,  R,ver5lde.  CA  92519  •  (714)  275-4310 


PAUL  D    ROMERO 
Direaor 


I 

I 

% 


m 


September  12,  1991 

Russell   L.  Kaldenberg,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Palm  Springs- 
South  Coast  Regional  Area 
P.O.   Box  2000 
North  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

Dear  Mr.  Kaldenberg: 

Draft    Environmental     Impact    Report/Environmental     Impact    Statement     for     the 
Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  (Specific  Plan  #252)  ^"i-emem;     ror     tne 

I55-J  *h°U  !Vj   ^e   °PP°rtunft*   t0   r«pond   to   the  aforementioned  document.     We 
offer  the  following  comments: 

Trails 

"Tur  draft  10-year  Parks  &  Trails  Master  Plan  proposes  a  parkway/regional 
trail  corridor  located  north  of  the  Saltan  Sea  and  traveling  in  a 
east/west  direction.  Upon  review  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  EIR/EIS,  we  have 
identified  that  our  proposed  parkway/trail  will  cross  the  Eagle  Mountain 
rail  line.  Please  contact  Jeff  Weinstein  of  our  office  for  further 
l  nrormati  on. 

Habitat 

~RT7erside  County  has  completed  the  first  phase  of  its  multi-species 
planning  effort  The  product  of  this  planning  effort  is  the  Draft 
Multi-Species  Habitat  Conservation  Strategy  (MSHCS).  The  MSHCS  is  still 
undergoing  review  and  comment  and  is  available  for  your  review  We 
suggest  that  specific  plant  and  wildlife  concerns  be  addressed  to  the 
California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and/or  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
service. 


Historical 

~~ WeTeel     that    the    historical    analysis    was    adequate    and    thorough 
mitigation  measures  as  outlined  are  satisfactory. 

If  you  have  questions,  please  call  me  at  714/275-4310. 

Sincerely, 


The 


:i  Lovelad 
Project  Planner 

KL/2427M 

c:     Joe  Richards,  Director,  Riverside  County  Planning  Department 

Paul  D.  Romero,  Parks  Director,  Riverside  County  Parks  Department 
Elmer  W.  German,  Deputy  Director,  Riverside  County  Parks  Department 


I 
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Janet  Cook 

3707A  Oak  Creek  Drive 

Ontario  CA  91761 

September  15,  1991 


1a 
1b 


Russell  Kaldenberg 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs  -  South  Coast  R.A. 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  2000 

N.  Palm  Springs  CA  92258-2000 

Dear  Mr.  Kaldenberg: 

?'hiL1f"er  is  in  reference  to  the  Eagle  Mountain 
Landfill  Draft  EIS/EIR.   Based  on  an  analysis  of  this 
"P°r^'  interviews  with  county  solid  waste  officials, 
SCAG  documents,  we  conclude  that  the  project  will 
pump  nearly  3000  tons  of  pollutants  into  the  air  each 
year.  l-u 

This  report  does  not  tell  us  how  much  fuel  the  trains 

^,?S£.-  ,0r.^au  SffeCt  SUCh  a  heavY  consumption  of 
fossil  fuel  will  have  on  the  federal  trade  deficit. 

How  2J?  ^    L^ect  in,Pact  the  Joshua  Tree  Monument? 
How  well  will  the  revetation  blend  into  the  natural 
DroieT^l^d.K0tf  l°ng. will  this  take?   How  will  this 
project  affect  the  tortoise  habitat  in  the  area  and 

Shat^rP  Sf?°iSeS  W±l±   ^    l0St  When  the^  are  transplanted? 
What  are  their  prospects  for  long  range  survival? 

LS?!?«rU  will  consider  these  issues  when  making  your 
decision  regarding  this  proposal. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention. 


Sincerely, 


cXHrlL 


Janet  Cook 

Member,  Sierra  Club 
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CITY  of  DESERT  HOT  SPRINGS 


September  16,  1991 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Attention:  Marianne  Wetzel 
P.O.  Box  2000 
N.  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

Ms.  Wetzel: 

Please  accept  this  letter  as  an  official  notification  from  the  City  of  Desert  Hot  Snrinn* 
California  regarding  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project.  P    9S* 

XlSST w  TB  Env\ronmental  ""Pact  Report,  our  attendance  at  the  Public  Hearinqs  in 
Coachella  Valley,  and  our  discussions  through  the  Coachella  Valley  AssocSion  S 

eteSonlTm?™  ?S  t0  C°™'nCe  US  m  *IS  project  wi"  not  hav^ant  deSment^ 
effect  on  traffic,  air  quality,  water  quality,  and  the  general  quality  of  life  in  our  desert 

Therefore  it  is  the  consensus  of  the  City  Council  of  the  City  of  Desert  Hot  Sprinos  not  to 
support  th,s  project  and  ask  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  assistance >  in  preveSnq 
this  project  from  being  located  at  this  location  preventing 


Thank  you. 


ullyixJbmitted, 


r  Slenn  Crowson,  City  Manager 
City  of  Desert  Hot  Springs 

GC:jh 

c.c.  Mayor  and  City  Council 


FAX  NUMBER  (619)  251-3523 

65950  Pierson  Blvd.  •   Desert  Hot  Springs,  California  92240 


Telephone  (6 1 9)  329-64 1 1  TH  E  S  PA  C ITY 
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j~j    /a i i sv  Vi sta 
Yucca  v'al i ev .  CA   922E4 
5eD:emoer  la,  1991 


•  ir  .  Kussel  i  t-.aiaenaerg 
oureau  o?  Lana  Management 
i-aim  Springs  —  south  Coast 
jJ— 300  barrier  Avenue 
F  ■  u .  Bom  2'X>0 
Nartn  Palm  Sorings,  CA 


uear 


1r  ,  r 5. "i  dEnoerg 


am  wn  t  : 
ia/'EIR. 


:ne  air  a  u 


nq  in  regara  to  th«  tagie  Mountain  Land-fill  Dra-r> 
nv  orimarv  concern  is  that  tne  transoorx  of  traan 
ngel es  and  Orange  Counties  will 

a:  itv  in   tne  assert . 


are 


at  1 v  degraci 


lOW 


ds  aTTecteG  dv  the  degradation 


me  air  oc.uticn  data  in  tne  reoort  seems  unclear 

large  a   region  will  be 

=ual itv?    wnat  will  be  tne  cumulative  air  Quality  : 

ct     tne  tag:e  Mountain  Droject  along  witn  other  Drooc^eH  r3.i 

naui  oroDosals?  The    EIS/EIR  incicates  that  much  ot  the  air' 

COHutlon  cannot  oe  mitigated.   Peoole  live  in  tne  aeser 

ror_manv  reasons,  one  of  wmch  is  clean  air.   we  snoul o  not 

suT-rer  because  some  view  the  desert  as 

ground  . 


a  convenient  dumoing 


in  aoaition,  I  believe  that  oossible  sites  in  Los  Angel e= 
and  urange  Counties  do  exist  and  should  ae  exhausted  before 
out  ot  county  trash  transoort  is  considered.   I  understand 
.hat  no  one  wants  a  landfill  in  his/her  "backvard":  however 
.hat  land-till  is  more  appropriately  Dlaced  in  the  "backyard' 
or  tnose  producing  the  rubbish. 


It  is  mv  nope  that  other  solutions   to  the  escalating 
□roDlem  ot  waste  disposal  will  be 


found   ana  usea . 


sincere! v 


rpju-  J>.tUuu~ 


Karen    i .     El 
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AIR  POLLUTION  CONTROL  DISTRICT 


15428  Civic  Drive.  Suita  200   •  Victorviile.  CA   92392   •   (619)243-8920 

Fax  No.  (619)  243-8925 

September  9,  1991 


COUNTY  OF  SAN  BERNARDIN 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

MANAGEMENT  GROUP 


•M? 


CHARLES  L.  FRYXELL 
Air  Pollution  Control  Officer 


Mr.  Russell  L.  Kaidenberg 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs-SC  R.A. 

63-500  Garnet  Ave. 

P.O.  Box  2000 

N.  Palm  Springs,  CA.   92258-2000 


COMMENTS  ON  THEDraFT  ENVIRONMENTAL   IMPACT  STATEMENT/REPORT 

*or  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landftll  Project 


SCH.No.  89ns<m 


I 


Dear  Mr.  Kaidenberg: 

The  San  Bernardino  County  Air  Pollution  Control  District  (APCD)  has  received  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)/Draft  Environmental  Impact  JS»iJ 
Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  (EMLP).  Review  of  the  DEIS/DHR  concerted  SteJt£ 
tfansport  of  air  pollutants.  Intrabasin  transport  of  air  pollutants  entering  tTst B^SrZ 
County  portion  of  the  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  (SEDAB)  are  not  S^^SES 
impacts  on  downwind  air  districts  are  not  assessed  in  the  DFJS/DFTR  Tn  «wV  tra"sPort 
-pacts  including  the  Rail  Cycle  Landfill  S  VaUefS  ^fiHS^ 
intrabasin  transport  are  also  not  discussed  in  the  document.  §  *'  ^ 

Environmental  Setting 

SunPtv°K  fgle  ^°Untain  Undfi11  Pr°jeCt  1S  l0cated  *  *•  no^rn  portion  of  Riverside 
Sfa  mil6S  S°Uth  °f  the  San  Bemardino  County  boundary  line  tS  lScatiSs 
within  the  desen  portion  of  Riverside  County    which  is  within  SFDAR      tv        ^        I 

overwhelming  air  pollution  transport  problems  originating  ton  flwe  areas  "" ***** 


ALWA^^^^UM^WA^VT^^J^^ 
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Eagle  Mountain  LP. 


Following  the  assessment  of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  APCD  staff  determines  that  Section  m<D)  does 
not  discuss  or  descnbe  the  air  quality  impacts  of  the  EMLP  on  the  San  Bernardino  CouS 
rjruon  of  SEDAB.  Section  111(D)(3)  and  (4)  need  to  be  iMvriu^uSjS^S 
District  Twentymne  PaJm  air  monitoring  station.  Section  m(D)(6)  needs  to  discuss  the  APCD 
Air  Quality  Attainment  Plan  (AQAP).  LD 

Am  Quality  Impacts 


2 
3 


•:■:■ 


Pollutant  Transport 

me  S!  * th£  nr°Ximity  °f  **  Eagk  M0Untain  LandfiU  **«  t0  the  *>«*eni  portion  of 
the  District,  the  pollutant  transport  problem  prevalent  in  the  southern  pomon  of  the  Dhmct  wH 
be  made  measurably  worse.  To  adequatdy  address  ^  ^         ^^^  i™« 

and  discuss,  to  the  extent  possible,  all  sources  of  potential  emissions  that  would  result  f  om  "he 
proposed  project.    Section  IV(D)(1)  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  needs  to  discuss,  assess,  quandfyand 

IVmS^T  aaBSP?n  ^P3CtS  °"  th£  San  Bemardm0  County  ^on  of  SE°AB.  Section 
I V(D)  2)  needs  to  assess  intrabasin  transport  impacts  on  ambient  air  concentrations  in  downwind 
air  districts.  Intrabasin  transport  should  also  be  assessed  to  describe  the  percentage  iS 
transport  air  pollutants  entering  the  San  Bernardino  County  portion  of  SEDAB. 

Appendix  E,  Interbas.n  Transport  discussion  is  limited  in  its  description  of  transport  routes 
dentified  by  tne  California  Air  Resources  Board  (ARB).  Appendix  E  discusse sTte 2 
transport  impacts  on  the  Mojave  Desert  due  to  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  transport  corridor 

of  SEDA^  h -"T  impaClS  °"  **  M°jaVe  DeSen  from  the  **«**  County  portion 
of  SEDAB  are  not  discussed,  quantified  or  assessed  in  the  document. 

Cumulative  Impacts 

Section  V(B)(4)  of  the  DEIS/DEIR  needs  to  assess  cumulative  air  quality  impacts  resulting  from 
existing  and  proposed  regional  landfills  and  associated  uses  m  both  Riverside'and  San  Bernards 
counties.    In  addition,  cumulative  impacts  should  assess  intrabasin  transport  impacts  on  the 


■ 


Mitigation  Measures 

Upon  a  detailed  identification  of  all  potential  emission  sources,  APCD  staff  recommends  that 

°Z?TunS  rigaU°n  meaSUreS  bC  ldentified'  deveI°Ped  Md  implemented  to  prevent  or 
substantially  reduce  air  quality  impacts.  Mitigation  should  also  include  specific  measures  that 
will  result  ,n  either  preventing  or  drastically  reducing  intrabasin  emission^ransport 


M  I  I  I  I  1,1  I  I  I  1,1  II  I  1,1 Mill  M.m.l.l.l.lJ.'lWJl'.'.'.'.WJ 
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Conclusion 


Sone     rS,  County  pomon  of  SEDAB  is  designated  non-attainment  for  PM10  and 

Ozone  Interbasin  and  intrabasin  transport  exacerbates  air  pollutant  exceedances  of  state  and 
feted la*  quality  standards,  thus  impacting  downwind  air  districts.  From  January  1991  to  July 
1991  the  state  ozone  standard  was  exceeded  on  35  days,  and  the  federal  standanfwas  exceed 
on  5  days  at  the  Twentynine  Palm  monitoring  station.  Based  on  this  information  the  AkS 
toSS  District environmental  ^alysis  of  intrabasin  transport  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  relative 

APCD  staff  concludes  that  the  proposed  project  will  result  in  significant  pollutant  transport 
problem  m  this  District,  and  recommends  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  consider  and 
respond  to  the  concerns,  and  implement  the  recommendation  expressed  in  this  letter  APCD 
staff  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  If  you 
have  any  questions  regarding  our  comments,  please  direct  them  to  Tom  Guevara,  Air  Quality 
Planner,  at  (619)  243-8921.  v»*"uy 


I 


1 


I 


Sincerely, 


CHRISTIAN  N.  IHENACHO 
Supervising  Air  Quality  Planner 
Planning  and  Technical  Services  Division 

CNI:TG 

(tg/eaglemtn .  ltr/9059 1) 

CC:      Kayode  Kadara,  Deputy  APCO 

Tom  Guevara,  Air  Quality  Planner 
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September  10,  1991 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Palm  Springs-South  Coast  RA 
63-500  Garnet  Avenue 
N.  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

Attn:   Marianne  Wetzel 

Gentlemen : 

As  property  owners  of  Chuckwalla  Valley  for  32  years  -  the 
past  17  years  here  at  Lake  Tamarisk:  -  we  would  like  to  state 
that  we  are  very  much  in  favor  of  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain 
Landfill.   We  certainly  don't  want  to  be  counted  with  the 
groups  opposing  the  project.   We  are  aware  of  and  have 
received  a  copy  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

For  many  years  I  have  been  involved  in  well  drilling  and  am 
familiar  with  the  water  situation  here  in  the  valley,  and  I 
feel  there  is  no  way  the  water  can  become  contaminated. 

We  are  not  concerned  with  the  truck  traffic  that  will  be 
involved,  and  can't  understand  the  objections  of  Coachella  Valley. 

As  far  as  the  material  being  dangerous  that  is  put  in  the 
landfill  -  it  certainly  will  be  monitored  -  which  is  more 
than  can  be  said  of  the  existing  county  dump  site  that  is 
used  without  any  supervision.   That  site  has  been  there  for 
many  years  without  any  objections  from  local  residents. 

We  urge  you  to  approve  this  landfill. 

Very  truly  yours, 


s^2U^2L*»-  y&t'ftedi 


■j^j-z/^.Tiy 


Robert  E.  and  Ruth  M.  Anderson 

P.  0.  Box  495 

Desert  Center,  CA  92239 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior   JgS; 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  ENHANCEMENT 

SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  FIELD  STATION 

Ventura  Office 

2140  Eastman  ATenue,  Suite  100 

Ventura,  California   93003 

September  23,  1991 


Memorandum 


To: 


From: 


Subject: 


Area  Manager,  Palm  Springs-South  Coast  Resource  Area, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Palm  Springs,  California 

Office  Supervisor  ^^ZZZTM .  CJL~1~^- 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/ Environmental 
Impact  Report  for  the  Proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 
Project,  Riverside,  County,  California 


! 


The  Fish  and  Wildlife  S 
referenced  document,  wh 
establishing  a  landfill 
mine  pit  near  the  town 
prepared  under  the  auth 
provisions  of  the  Fish 
4  01,  as  amended;  16  U.S 
mandating  Department  of 
values. 


ervice  (Service)  has  reviewed  the 

ich  describes  the  potential  impacts  of 

for  nonhazardous  waste  in  an  abandoned 
of  Eagle  Mountain.   Our  comments  have  been 
ority,  and  in  accordance  with,  the 
and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (48  Stat. 
C.  661  et  seg.)  and  other  authorities 
Interior  concern  for  environmental 


The  proposed  project  would  occupy  approximately  4,695  acres  with 
the  landfill  covering  2,272  acres.   An  additional  1,045  acres 
would  be  designated  as  open  space  where  flood  control  facilities 
would  be  located.   The  remainder  of  the  project  area  would  be 
used  for  staring  recyclable  materials,  container  handling,  and 
process  areas.   Recyclable  materials  would  be  held  on-site  until 
there  is  a  suitable  market  for  the  particular  resource. 

The  proposed  facility  would  receive  up  to  20,000  tons  of  solid 
waste  per  day  from  sites  around  southern  California.   An  average 
of  16,000  tons  Swould  be  transported  to  the  mine  by  trains  to  a 
junction  with  the  mainline  near  the  northeastern  corner  of  the 
Salton  Sea.  From  that  point,  the  waste  would  be  transported  along 
a  52-mile  long  spur  by  a  rail  system  operated  by  the  proponent. 
The  balance  of  the  waste  would  be  carried  by  trucks.   Access  to 
the  landfill  would  be  along  Eagle  Mountain  Road  from  Interstate 
10. 


As  part  of  the  proposed  action,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(Bureau)  would  participate  in  a  land  exchange  with  Kaiser  Steel 
Resources,  Inc.,  which  owns  much  of  the  land  in  the  landfill 
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area.   The  Bureau  would  transfer  approximately  3,271  acres  of 
publicly  owned  lands  in  the  Eagle  Mountains  to  Kaiser.   In 
return,  the  Bureau  would  receive  title  to  an  unspecified  amount 
of  land  along  the  railroad  line  from  the  junction  near  the  Salton 
Sea  to  near  Interstate  10.   These  lands  would  be  incorporated 
into  a  natural  area  being  developed  by  the  Bureau  in  the  Salt 
Creek  area.   The  Bureau  would  also  issue  right-of-way  permits  for 
use  of  haul  routes  in  the  project  area. 

The  Service  offers  the  following  comments  on  the  proposed  action: 

Recyclable  materials.   The  Service  believes  that  arrangements 
for  storage  of  recyclable  materials  at  the 
ns  within  the  southern  California  wasteshed. 
the  wasteshed  would  be  appropriate  because:  the 
have  already  been  sorted  at  this  point;  it  should 
incentive  for  reuse;  there  could  be  energy 
sportation;  and  it  would  reduce  the  probability 
rials  would  be  deposited  in  the  landfill  and 
ive  life.   The  final  environmental  impact 
onmental  impact  report  should  discuss  storage  as 
to  the  existing  proposal. 


should  be  made 
transfer  statio 
Storage  within 
materials  would 
provide  greater 
savings  in  tran 
that  these  mate 
shorten  its  act 
statement/ envir 
an  alternative 


1 


Desert  tortoise.   The  Service  will  address  impacts  to  the  desert 
tortoise  through  consultation  with  the  Bureau,  as  mandated  by 
2a    section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.   For  the  purposes  of 

this  review  process,  it  would  be  useful  to  provide  a  summary  of 
the  numbers  of  tortoises,  burrows,  and  scats  found  along  the 
railroad  and  road.   The  summary  should  include  the  number  of 
burrows  that  would  be  directly  destroyed  by  construction 
activities. 

The  Service  is  concerned  that  the  proposed  landfill  may  result  in 
an  increase  in  the  number  of  common  ravens  in  the  project  area. 
We  will  address  this  issue  more  specifically  during  the 
consultation  process  with  the  Bureau.   However,  an  expanding 
common  raven  population  would  be  detrimental  not  only  to  the  dt 
and  the  Eagle  Mountain  scrub  jay,  but  also  to  many  other  species 
of  small  vertebrates.   We  are  concerned  that  the  measures 
proposed  in  the  draft  eis/r  to  reduce  the  attractiveness  of  the 
landfill  to  common  ravens  would  be  inadequate.   For  example, 
covering  of  trash  only  at  the  end  of  the  day  would  still  permit 
day-long  feeding.   Perch  site  reduction  would  be  extremely 
difficult  as  common  ravens  frequently  sit  on  the  ground  and  that 
2b    type  of  perch  is  very  common.   The  Service  recommends  that  the 
closure  of  the  nearby  county-operated  landfill  be  vigorously 
pursued  and  that  additional  measures,  such  as  prompt  removal  of 
large  road-killed  animals  from  the  truck  route,  be  evaluated. 


Desert  pupfish.   As  noted  above  for  the  desert  tortoise,  the 
Service  will  address  impacts  to  this  species  through  consultation 
with  the  Bureau.   The  Service  believes  that,  at  a  minimum,  state 
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of  the  art  safety  guidelines  would  be  used  on  the  railroad  in  i-ho 

™aLlnl?,Hf  TPfif  habitat  and  that  "gular  inSpec?iins  would  S 
made  of  the  trestle  crossing  the  creek.  De 

S*£inai  e^ir°^ental  impact  statement/ environmental  impact 
report  should  note  that  the  surveys  conducted  by  the  California 

2S?!r2!S  °f  'i'5  and  Game  are  standard  management  practice  for 
^fnSpeC^eS  and  do  not  constitute  mitigation  for  the  proposed 
action   Finally,  the  draft  document  states  that  a  flood  event 
resulted  in  a  large  reduction  of  desert  pupfish  numbers  in  the 
project  area.   The  final  environmental  impact 

statement/ environmental  impact  report  should  note  that  this  is  a 
common  occurrence  in  streams  inhabited  by  this  species  and 
recovery  to  pre-flood  levels  is  expected. 

Alverson's  foxtail  sflg&Sg.   The  Service  believes  that  the 

rfHn^e^mitigati0n-f0r  this  cate9°ry  2  candidate  species  may 
reduce  the  adverse  impacts  of  the  action.   However,  impacts  to 
the  areas  where  the  cactus  would  be  transplanted  should  be 
minimized   These  areas  should  also  be  restored  in  a  manner  that 

are  LJ^i^T S  dev*loPment  °f  natural  plant  communities  that 
are  capable  of  reproduction.   We  also  encourage  the  proponent  to 
replant  cactus  in  areas  that  may  be  temporarily  disturbed  during 
J°"105-  ^ch  as  al°^  road  ways.   Finally,  step  6  on  page9 
} lL°t   the  d"ft  environmental  impact  statement/  environmental 
impact  report  seems  to  indicate  that  all  of  the  cactus  which 
would  be  disturbed  by  construction  may  not  be  replanted.   If  this 
is  the  case,  this  impact  should  be  very  clearly  noted  in  the 
final  document. 

Major  washes  and  drainagps.   Desert  washes  often  contain  plant 
species  that  are  of  high  value  to  wildlife.   The  final 
environmental  impact  statement/ environmental  impact  report  should 
commit  to  avoiding  these  species,  particularly  palo  verdes 
ironwoods,  and  smoke  trees,  through  the  participation  of   ' 
biologists  during  construction  planning.   Flagging  of  areas  to  be 
avoided  should  be  a  minimum  requirement.   The  mitigation  section 
should  also  commit  to  complete  restoration  of  these  species  in 
areas  that  are  disturbed  by  construction. 

Surface  drainage/f 1 oodi ng.   The  Service  is  concerned  about  the 
potential  impacts  of  litter  and  other  wastes  being  carried  in 
flood  flows  from  town  areas  and  landfill  work  sites  into  natural 
drainages  downstream  of  the  project  area.   This  debris  could 
attract  common  ravens,  cause  injury  to  wildlife,  and,  if  waste 
SJ   ^S  f-nv°lved'  ."suit  in  contamination  of  soil  and  vegetation. 
The  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Specific  Plan  notes  on  page  11-15 
that  flows  of  this  nature  would  be  routed  through  an  oil  skimmer 
which  would  remove  grease,  oil,  and  soils  from  the  runoff.   The' 
Service  believes  that  this  mitigation  commitment  should  be 
clearly  stated  m  the  mitigation  section  of  the  final 
environmental  impact  statement/ environmental  impact  report   A 
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monitoring  plan  should  also  be  developed  to  monitor  the 
effectiveness  of  the  mitigation  measure.   Alternative  plans,  such 
as  routing  this  water  through  the  wastewater  treatment  plant, 
should  also  be  investigated  as  contingencies. 

A  monitoring  plan  should  also  be  developed  and  implemented  that 
addresses  the  effects  of  erosion  at  the  outlets  of  the  flood 
control  channels.   Remedial  measures  that  could  be  implemented  if 
erosion  occurs  should  be  identified. 

The  Service  will  provide  more  detailed  comments  on  potential 
effects  of  erosion  on  natural  drainages  and  other  impacts  to 
desert  washes  and  vegetation  during  our  review  of  the  public 
notice  for  a  Clean  Water  Act  Section  404  permit. 

This  concludes  our  comments  on  the  draft  environmental  impact 
statement/  environmental  impact  report  for  the  proposed  action. 
If  you  have  any  comments,  please  contact  Ray  Bransfield  of  my 
staff  at  (805)  644-1766. 
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Participating  Organizations: 

Communities  United  for 
Sale  Trash  Management 

Foundation  lor  the  Preservation 
oi  me  Santa  Susana  Mountains 
Friends  ol  Catallera  Canyon 
Friends  ol  Pico  Canyon 
Fnenos  ol  Towsley  Canyon 
Kagel  Canyon  Civic  Association 
Mothers  and  Others 
Against  the  Dump 

Nonh  Valley  Coalition 

Riage  Trail  Park  Trust 

Santa  Clanta  Citizens' 
Transoortation  Association 

Santa  Clarna  Civic  Association 

Santa  Clanta  Oak  Conservancy 

Santa  Clanta  Organization  lor 

Planning  the  Environment 

Santa  Clanta  Valley  Canyons 
Preservation  Committee 

Santa  Susana  Mountain 
Park  Association 

Save  Our  Sylmar 


Founding  Members: 
Ed  Ayres 
Glenn  Bailey 
Rona  Berger 
Allan  Cameron 
FranK  COX 
Mary  Edwards 
Jan  Hmksion 
Ann  Irvin 
Vera  Johnson 
Jiii  Klaiic 
Marsna  McLean 
Anone  Meaa 
Chio  Meyer 
Mike  Ormsoy 
Karen  Pearson-Hall 
Lynne  Plamoecu 
Sue  Vila 
Poo  ZaoDie 
Anne  Ziliak 


9-19-91 


Attn:  Mariane  Wetzel 

BLM 

8.    Palm  Springs,  Ca. 

Re:  Ea^le  Mountain  Draft  EIR 
Specific  Plan  #252 


Dear   Madame: 


X 


23942 


As  with  any  project  as  monumental  m  size  as  Eaale 

bSu;SiS;tSvlrSn,Mnt^  lirpacts  wm  —  -d^t 

tfnoenJ '   U      0ur,s*PP°**   *«  your  project  is  con- 

,en  *he  delusion  of  these  mitagations  in  the 
trill  J  Permitting  processes.   Our  three  major 

arf  concern  are  water  pollution,  air  pollution 
ai.d  endangered  species   which  we  will  discuns   nd 
viaually  m  the  following  paragrsphes. 

Our  concerns  wth  water  pollution  involve  pollutino 

no  th^rei  and  alluvium  w^h  leachchate  and  pcllut- 
"s    sa0^0  RiVet  A^ed'ict  ^tfc  landfill  dust! 

of      ,   CC'rdlng  t0  your  drait  EIR  that  the  portion 

the  water  tabl.lntHnfvt0  ^^    fllllB«  ls  ^11  above 
niL  tl  ^  ?  thS  "^sating  measures  of  fine 

off  ill  I  l^'  S  ^astlc  ^er  and  pumps  to  syphon 
off  leachate  accumulating  at  the  base  of  the  liner 
houi  lr-£Ur£  an  absolute  minimum  of  leakage.   We  were 

or  ^n  oVnhe°L^trrVltabr'tthe  ""*■?*  ^    ^-t 

-rmation    in^'^S.^.'SS    2*32% TVtl^r 

tured  th I        ^    ^blS  °r  mlrin^  activities  nave  frac- 
^'  the  cedrock  to  allow  water  seepaoe.   Thus  it 

contaminated  ^LtTdl?   'f^f*  ^°Uld  imm!diatc^ 
nit  i«  t-mZ      *  ii     >  f  table.   As  this  portion  of  the 

Operated  fro III**    laSt  anyWay'  We  re^Uest  that  "  be 
SlSnJ  h     he  current  Permitting  process  and  the 

in  65    r  wheqU1feQ  tQ  £PP]Y  fcr  an  expansion  permit 

1   t      ,   ^  lfc  1S  needed-   m  short,  we  support 
thi' Draft  E?RCed^andflU  c*e«tion£  Alternative^ 
Srol.  l±L   I    '    KThlS  sePcrate  Permitting  would  allow 
thS   t      t0  obserV£  th*  efficiency  of  the  liners  in 
nhr   J':r  Portion  of  the  pit  and  identify  and  solve  any 

require  rewa^.^^1UtiCn  *robl««  whlch  may  ar"e  •£ 
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area  that  is  not  immediately  needed  and  has  obvious  serious 
proolems  is  not  m  the  public's  best  interest  because  it  elimi- 
nates the  option  of  requiring  any  new,  more  modern  technoloaies 
curing  a  future  permit  process  or  stopping  a  project  which  may" 
bs;  causing  serious  harm. 

We  are  also  very  concerned  about  the  possibility  of  contaminated 
-Landfill  dust  blowing  into  the  Colorado  River  Aqueduct    We  real- 
ize that  at  the  point  which  it  most  closely  approaches  the  land- 
fill, the  aqueduct  is  covered  by  encasement  in  concrete,  but  ac- 
cording to  questions  asked  at  one  of  the  seeping  sessions,  a 
portion  as  little  as  4000  '  away  is  not  covered.   Blowing  dust 
is  a  serious  problem  at  both  Sunshine  Landfill  and  Lopez  Canyon 
Landfill  in  the  northern  San  Fernando  Valley,  so  our  group  is 
well-aquamted  with  this  issue.   Our  recommendation  in  this  area 
is  that  the  aqueduct  be  completely  encased  in  concrete  within  a 
twe  mile  radius  of  the  landfill  to  eliminate  any  possibility  of 
contamination  Dy  air-borne  pollutants  or  organisms. 

Our  second  major  area  of  concern  is  air  pollution.   The  increase 
in  truck  and  train  traffic  in  addition  to  landfill  gases  will 
certainly  nave  a  major  impact  on  the  air  quality  in  the  area 
as  it  does  in  LA  County.   We  are  pleased  to  see  that  state  of 
the  art  technology  will  be  used  to  capture  gases.   We  strongly 
support  the  applicant's  plan  to  convert  landfill  gases  to  elec- 
tric power  anc  then  run  the  trains  on  their  spur  with  electricity 
Bravo.'  What  a  great  ideal   We  would  further  like  to  sugcest  the 
use  of  trucks  powered  by  the  new  LNG  system  with  which  united 
Parcel  Service  is  experimenting  in  several  major  cities.   Or 
perhaps  the  methane  could  be  used  as  with  the  tram  by  laying 
a  sort  of  trolley  track  around  the  landfill  on  which  e^ctric 
trucks  could  run.   This  would  also  cut  down  on  the  road  dust. 
Not  usuing  diesal  trucks  would  eliminate  a  larce  source  of  pol- 
lution and  every  effort  should  be  made  in  this "area 

On  the  issue  of  air  pollution,  we  would  also  like  to  know  what 
pollution  standards  are  being  exempted  due  to  landfills  being 
designated  as  a  'essential  service'  and  request  a  detailed  re- 
sponse to  this  question.   We  would  like  to 'state  that  the  'es- 
sential service'  designation  should  in  no  way  eliminate  the  need 
for  mitigation  m  the  above  areas. 

As  the  pit  itself  has  already  desimated  its  immediate  environ- 
ment, our  main  concerns  with  endangered  species  are  focused  in 
the  areas  which  will  become  the  transfer  and  storage  sites  and 
any  new  rail  construction.   During  initial  construction  of  these 
sites  we  feel  tne  impact  on  endangered  species  would  be  most 
efficiently  mitigated  by  their  removal  and  relocation  as  super- 
visee by  a  full-time  biologist.   Both  plants  and  animals  should 
only  be  re-located  at  a  time  most  propitious  to  their  survival, 
i.e.,  plants  should  be  relocated  during  dormancy  at  a  time 

23942  Lvons  Avenue.  Suite  103-353  •  Newhall.  CA  91321-2444  •  (818)845-7652 
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ey  are  able  to  build 

new  water  sources 
cr  created  for  the 
rogram  for  construction 
families  should  be 
e  endangered  bicta 
any  such  bicta  lo- 
an c  removed.   We 
f  they  would  be 


Mitigation  measures  should  of  course  also  include  restcratior 

locationVorUtny  **"*?**    £enSltlve  environmental^  Jn  aether 
location  or  the  complete  perservction  of  such  an  area    it   1 

Crcek'-re3- '  L^V^  °btSln  frCm  KaiS6r  Steel  -  "he  Salt " 
creek  area  would  fill  part  of  this  bill.   However   as  these  »m 

BLyaDe"ertgr°Ctalnedat  thS  l0SS  °f  «"*«£  hlbitat  areas  in 
?r-n«f!   ^  fnSerVatl0r  Area  lands  arcund  the:  landfill  to  be 

here   The  Draft^if  StSe1'  th-rc  1S  rea11^  R°  «ite  -ligation 
neie   The  Drait  E1R  seems  to  treat  this  land  sw?p  as  site  m- 

re^acemert  °i£erl,n°   fUrther  environmental  restoration  or 
repJacement    Frankly,  we  think  you're  letting  the  applicant 

ouohtWto  L    '^^r'  hEre  and  that  SOme  further  mitigation 
?S   \        required  as  it  is  on  other  projects.   Further 

atta'cred  tog!t  ll™   **"   DMert  CoKSe^tion  Areas  should  have 
f  /   lfc  ^h£  "venant  that  it  must  remain  as  natural  open 

orrnecLsarvnfcadrUDed-aS.pOSSlb]e  °ther  than  the  instruction 
r   n" essary  road  ana  drainage  system.   No  hunting  of  Big 

""        fhould  ot  allowed  and  no  ORV  use  or  mining  and  dnll- 

arcund  tie  lL  T^ti  ^  "  th£SS  8XeaS  °r  ln  the  bu««  ^n 

hfd  these  l^H   £U1.  J^St  "  Xt  WOUld  not  have  be«n  Permitted 
hCld  these  lands  remained  in  the  Desert  Conservation  Area. 

inMud?n^y  Urge  thf-  creation  ot   a  mitigation  monitoring  pe  nel 
including  memoers  of  the  local  comm.umties  and  desert  environ! 

the  ?iR9r?SSir!i?R9-With*thS  USFK  ^  °ther  *««<*«•  «*»•*  in 

the  FIR.  The  inclusion  of  these  groups  in  the  Monitoring  Pro- 

IriJTs  wi?f  bV  2>3"°.wi11  insure  ^«  in  the  above* 
of  tre  project    enhancin9  community  support  and  understanding 

sever-l^rour  the.  above .  three  issues,  comments  were  mace  by 
schooT  «£„?"  k memoer^  ^siting  the  site  that  the  elementary 
school  shcula  be  moved  away  from  the  landfill    As  the  oarenf* 

KJu5ab.ti.5;v!Btsi^ehll?:,n  ciose  at  ani  cos^  Sr-^sSor, 

-ho,  Th  k!    ?   P  5°  them'  but  the  Pros  and  coris  of  the  issue 

fext  ?hat  a  hiah    H3Rd  *   ^   SChCo1  Sit£  «««r«d.   They  also 
felt  that  a  high  school  site  will  be  needed  and  should  be 

23942  Lyons  Avenue,  Suite  103-353  .  Newhall,  CA  91321-2444  .  (818)845-7652 
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donated  by  the  applicant  at  a  location  away  from  the  site. 


12 


13 
14 


material  to  be  non-hazardous. 


we  would  like  to  close  our  comments  by  re-iterating  that  we 
oo  surport  the  applicant's  project  with  the  above  mitigations. 
Unfortunately  Southern  Californians  are  now  generating  an 
enormous  amount  of  trash  and  something  has  to  be  done  with  it 
It  just  mates  good  environmental  sense  to  put  it  in  an  area 
2  |%:jreaa-'  ^graced  by  mining  activities  rather  than  into 
wnat  little  remains  of  uroan  open  space, wildlife  corridors 
ano  wetlands  m  the  Santa  Susanna,  Santa  Monica  and  San  Gabriel 
Mountains.   However,  the  comment  obtained  from  the  community 
in  your  scoping  sessions  and  draft  hearings  which  stated  they 
should  not  have  to  take  LA ' s  trash  when  LA  doesn't  even  re- 

2tiriSc°!!/ii  tC?  trUS-   Th&refore  recycling  of  all  reusable 
ff=nf     t      transfer  stations  is  essential.  It  is  an  identi- 
finSif  wtakrefs  ln  th^  EIR  that  material  recovery  facilities 
IMIvFs)  are  not  more  thoroughly  conceptualized  as  they  are  a 
major  critical  link  in  this  process.   We  strongly  support  the 
applicant's  intention  stated  in  the  Draft  EIR  of  not  accepting 
waste-  from  communities  which  do  not  recycle  all  reusable  mater- 
ials.  We  would  also  like  a  written  guarantiee  from  the  ap- 
plicant that  no  recyclables  will  ever  be  landfilled.   It  is 
imperitive  that  we  raise  the  awareness  of  indiviuals  and  of 
communities  about  the  necessity  of  recycling  and  source  reduction 
and  this  would  certainly  be  a  way -of  accomplishing  that. 

Thank-you  very  much  for  your  time  and  the  opportunity  to  com- 
ment on  this  EIR. 


Sincerely , 


-yrthe  A.  Plambeck 

Co-Secretary 

LASER  Coalition  Groups 


cc:     BLM, 

County   of    Riverside   Planning 
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Natural  Resources 
Defense  Council 


1350  New  York  Ave.  N.W 

19   September,    1991  Washington,  DC  20005 

202  783  -T8O0 

U.S.    Department  of  the   Interior  fa  202  783-5917 

Bureau   of  Land   Management 

Palm   Springs-South  Coast   RA 

P.O.    Box    2000 

N.  Palm  Springs,  CA   92258-2000 

Attn:  Marianne  Wetzel 

Dear  Ms.  Wetzel: 

The   Natural   Resources   Defense   Council    (NRDC) ,    a   public    interest 
SntSSSJ!1n2^anif5tl0?   °f  °Ver   164'000   ™mbe»    iS    lntereSt 

pr^entefiTtne'   DElf^ofSn^H    inad^ate   level    Of   information 
not   addra«Pfl      l  ■  the  m0st   imPort^t   questions   are 

"°L   „   "eSSed'    or   are   9lven   cursory   treatment.       Important 
information   and    recommendations    contained    in   the   appendices    and 
attachments    are  not   referenced   in  the   summary  document        lactual 
another00"   **  ^  P°rtl°n  °f  the  d°CUment   a"   contradicted    in 


:■-•: 


■yy. 


Another  deficiency   is   the   failure  to   analyze   all   reasonably 
foreseeable   impacts   of  the  proposed   rB-openiiJ^f  thl  railroad 

?he  lH-fiol  rifahteof0ad'      ^4*  ^^  ^1  reLfwelf oe?ond 
itLj^itTre^  *   ^e  Bureau 

Impact 'oTthtVn^  lhB  decision  t0   address   the   environmental 

X        ,  ue  P°Pulati°n   increases    in  the  nearby   town     where 

landfill   workers    are    apparently    expected   to   live      in   a   seoaratP 

evaiuat^ofof   SS^N    .™S    3PPr°aCh  P-vents    an'informed^6 
aspects    of      L  cumulative    and    synergistic   effects    of   all 

aspects    of   the   proposed   project.      in   our   comments,    we   will 


a^ra^torto'isT^n153?1119   ref/rence   to   other   studies   showing 
roadways  ^^    1S    redUCed   U?   to    800   mete^    from  major 


lOQOv  Rtcuiltd  Pnper 


40  West  20th  Street 
New  York,  New  York  10011 
112  717-2700 
Fax 212  727-1773 


71  Stevenson  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
415  777-0220 
Fax  415  495-5996 


617  South  Olwe  Street 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90014 
213  892-1500 
Fax  113  629-5389 


212  Merchant  St..  Suite  205 
Honolulu,  Hawan  96813 
808  533-1075 
Fax  808  521-6841 
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suggest  what  some  of  the  impacts  associated'  with  increased  human 
habitation  in  the  area  might  be. 

After  careful  review  of  the  DEIS  and  other  sources  of ' information 
pursued  by  us  to  fill  in  gaps  in  the  DEIS,  NRDC  concludes  that  it 
is  inappropriate  to  place  a  project  of  this  size  and  nature  at 
eagle  Mountain.   We  recognize  the  temptation  to  use  large  mining 
pits  for  storage  of  the  voluminous  waste  generated  in  southern  " 
California.   However,  Eagle  Mountain  itself  and  the 
rights-of-way  of  the  access  railroad  and  road  are  in  areas 
obviously  too  fragile  to  permit  such  use.   First,  the  landfill 
operations  would  damage  habitat  for  many  sensitive  species  most 
or  which  belong  to  species  or  larger  taxonomic  groups  which  are 
suffering  severe  declines.   Second,  the  proposed  action  would 
result  in  significant  intrusions  into  two  "Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern".   How  can  the  Bureau  possibly  reconcile 
such  intrusions  into  areas  set  aside  for  special  management  to 
benefit  sensitive  (now  officially  threatened  or  endangered) 
species?   Was  re-opening  of  the  railroad  contemplated  in  any 
detailed  management  plans  developed  for  these  ACEPs'   Finallv 
the  proposed  landfill  is  on  the  very  border  of  Joshua  Tree 
National  Monument  and  its  operations  will  result  in  visual   air 
pollution,  and  noise  intrusions  as  well  as  affect  wildlife  in  the 
Monument.   Under  the  circumstances,  we  wonder  that  the  Bureau  has 
considered  for  even  a  moment  that  Eagle  Mountain  was  an 
appropriate  site  for  a  landfill. 

However,  if  the  Bureau  intends  to  continue  consideration  of  the 
s"e  for  landfill  use  despite  such  strong  arguments,  it  must 
rectify  the  many  weaknesses  in  the  present  DEIS.   Examining  only 
the  question  of  possible  impacts  of  the  project  on  sensitive 
wildlife  and  plant  species,  the  DEIS  provides  inadequate 
information  on  which  to  base  an  informed  judgement.   These  data 
gaps  must  be  rectified  by  further  studies. 

Our  comments  will  focus  on  the  probable  devastating  impacts  of 
the  proposed  landfill  on  vulnerable  species  of  wildlife  and 
plants,  particularly  the  desert  tortoise  (Gopherus    agassizil) 
California  leaf-nosed  bat  (Macrotls   cat  if orn icus ) ,  Townsend ' s ' 
bat,  P/ecotus    townsendli  ,    and  the  Alverson's  foxtail  cactus 
[Escobar, a    {Coryphantha)    vlvipara    v.    alversonll].      However   this 
rocus  does  not  imply  that  we  are  not  concerned  about  other' 
environmental  impacts  of  the  proposal. 

Regarding  the  desert  tortoise,  desert  pupfish  (Cypr i noaon 
macular lus)    and  Yuma  clapper  rail  [Rallus    longlrostris 
yumanensls)      BLM  has  a  legal  duty_  under  the  Endangered  Species 
tZ        ?  *.  «£ liz®  [lts  Pro9rams]  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of 
this  Act    said  purposes  being  principally  to  bring  about  the 
'conservation"  of  listed  species.   "Conservation"  is  defined  by 


'16  U.S.C.  §1536(1) 
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necesstrv  to   brinf  °f  *4  mSth°dS   and  Procedures  which  are 

to   the   point  i      ^ndan9ered    SpeCies   or   threatened    species 

en     longL  Lcessarv    "3meoaTlUreS   Pr°Vidf  P^suant   to   this  Act 
importairiese?? "ortolse  hSffit ViA*  th^^1^^  the   edge  °f 
human   and   raven   activity   in  thS  h-M*-+  reS"ltin9  increase   in 

rSgSs^s  bllr  io%  tS  «™  ooSga^  p^s^^T11^ 

SJS.J°tS:t£2figvSabJ'th;   DEIS°tboeS   P«rti«l«}y   ^    the 
the   Yuma   clapper   rail  Y  °  the  Posslble   impacts   on 

Regarding  the   other   "sensitive"    species      it-    4«   rfm  „«i  < 
XwS   iig'o?n"EaepeS   '""   the"  "U1   be  ""e"   "»J»>*«   °»  the 


Desert   tortoise    (Gopherus    agassizil) 

which    is    currently   charaed   wTth   h  RaVeA  Technical   Review   Team 

raven  predation   on  ha?ch?ina  S* devisin?  a  Program  to   reduce 
Desert   TortoS  Satural  Jrel  ^venile  desert   tortoises   in   the 


16    U.S.C.    §1532(3; 
4DEIS,    Appendix   F, 


Mo^^ssi-  /^.n1.  ^r^s-i/p-  ■*• 
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liversally  acknowledged,  including  in 
Dcumentation,s  that  the  desert  tortois 


HJl  T1V*   b?^  acknowledged,  including  in  the  Bureau's  own 
ample  documentation,5  that  the  desert  tortoise  has  suffered 
severe  population  declines  throughout  its  range,  particularly  in 
portions  of  the  California  Desert,  as  a  result   of  human 

?nSseveraieof  SS  Pr°P°Sed.  l&n*fil}   P"3ect  will  "use  increases 
in  several  of  the  types  of  human  disturbance  already  shown  to 
have  contributed  to  the  species'  current  perilous  status   And 
these  increased  threats  will  occur  in  one  of  the  few  portion?  of 
the  California  Desert  where  the  tortoise  population  has  so  far 

?rofmfeSsee^actesy6leSS  ""  ^^  *  &  California^sert 

reproduction  as  has  already  occurred  in  the  Western  Mojave 
rail'r^H   ac^dental  filing  of  tortoises  on  both  the  proposed 
tSri«?S   h   r°af;  increased  deliberate  harassment  or  killing  of 
tortoises  by  employees  of  the  operating  company,  drivers  of 
delivery  vehicles,  residents  of  the  expanded  town  and  their  nets 
and  members  of  the  general  public  who  may  utilize  the  improve! 

o?her  llllltll   ^f"duct^  °f.^e  uppe/respiratory  synK  or 

°„^f  dlseasef  as  a  ^sult  of  increased  human  activity  and 
possible  unauthorized  release  of  captive  tortoises-  and 

SscSp?;omt;ftnab;tat  f^ent^   ""h  resultiAg  Increased 
susceptibility  to  chance  ecological  and  genetic  effects. 


14 


ravens 

In'portfons'oftL11^!"?^6^6'  rapid  leases  in  raven  numbers 
j-n  portions  of  the  California  Desert  and  has  establishpH  the  n„t 

ad^ptable'birdf163-  fL\haS    3lS°  ^umenVed'Sat^tXtignty1 
sources  -        n  lu^nnT ^n11  SaSily  availab^  seasonal  food 
associated  i?S  S   9  land£^lls-  roadkills,  trash  and  pet  food 
associated  with  human  settlements.   However,  birds  relvina  nn 
these  human-provided  food  and  water  sources  also  take  sm2ll 


Tonrt°o?se  Habitat"  M°/n  PUblifed  resea^h  results,  the  Desert 

MAaCnCa°qemtnngt  %£&  *?££  \   C^Y°^  StatewldP.  Tortnjse 
— z  r.V — t-   fWJ-xl-Y>  laoie  z,    p.  12,  there  is  no  livestork-  nra?inn 
at  cnucKwalla  Bench;  and  the  impact  of  raven  predation   graZing 
vandalism   illegal  collecting,  and  the  cumulative  ejects  of 
Sm}n«  iarHe.surface  disturbances  is  currently  "low" 
is  "moderatebeinShnn  K"  °n  r°adS  °r  by  off-high-«y  free-play 
£   22.  ■it^^^e^%\:r^1e°w!d^reSe^t^^1  b/ 
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SeyaireSavaiiaab^Chling  **  JUVenlleS  deSert  tort°is-  "*•« 

SelectedRContro?for^imonary  Environmental  Assessment  for 
p®f!^ed  Contf°l  of  the  Common  Raven  to  Reduce  Desert  Tortoise 
Predation  in  the  Mojave  Desert,  California,"  released  in  1989 
the  Bureau  cited  alarming  data  regarding  the  effects  of  raven' 
predation  on  desert  tortoise  recruitment.   BLM- funded  studies  in 

»,  !Snf\T+0r  ?fS8  NatUral  Area  <DTNA>  ACEC  attributed  79%  of 
deaths  of  hatchling  and  juvenile  tortoises  to  intensive  raver 
predation.   In  1979,  predation  had  noticeably  reduced  the  number 
?L.°rt01!eS  f°Und  in  size/age  classes  60-100  mm  (3-7     , 
1988,  predation  had  affected  all  juvenile  and  immature  "ie/eoe 
classes.   Adult  tortoises  still  laid  eggs,  whicrhatched   as  9 
shown  by  the  presence  of  very  small  tortoises,  but  the  juveniles 
cannot  find  sufficient  cover  from  the  ravens  to  reacfmaturity 

The  DEIS  recognizes  that  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  landfill 

In  trTnP^lY  rSSUlt  ^^  inc«ase  ^  raven  numbers.  As  noted 
in  the  DEIS,  ravens  will  be  drawn  not  just  to  the  landfill  but 
to  carcasses  along  both  the  road  and  railroad.   Ravens  can  also 

eeiLed  i  l1nH°^re9^e  ar,°Und  win^lown  trash  wh!ch  escapes 
tne  landfill  and  the  enlarged  town  where  landfill  workers  a?P 

T^afSnt1^  rrCtSd  to  live  "  facts  not  mentioned  ?n  the  DEIS 
The  expanded  human  population  in  particular  will  provide 

percrheTdetfc°0d  S^ncftn^  °f  }i™E  and  *et  ^  -tar  sources, 
lanrifni   ?**■  tut   the  townsite  ^  °n  the  south  side  of  the 
in  Met  'tne  dIis ^or^'ViTV0  imPortant  tortoise  habiKt. 
area  south  of  tit   notes  that  tortoise  sign  was  found  in  the  flat 
area  soutn  of  the  townsite  on  BLM  "selected"  lan^c  '  m 

taven  percnes  and  nests)  if  raven  numbers  increase-  and 
^^igatmg  the  feasibility  of  closing  the  Desert  Center 
landfill  (currently  used  by  ravens);  altering  landfill 


App. ,  p.  51 
8Dr.  Kristin  Ber 


September,  1991^'  *"''    °°"-  t0  Falth  T'  Campbell,  12 
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practices;9  and  finally,  if  the  above  mitigation  efforts  prove 
inadequate,  killing  fledged  ravens.10  F 

nIpa  rSires°that  iJ'tR^011  meaSUres  is  completely  inadequate. 
NEFA  requires  that  if  the  agency  proposes  to  rely  on  mitiqation 
measures  to  control  unavoidable  impacts,  it  must  fully 
demonstrate  that  those  measures  will  be  effective.   The  DEIS 
completely  fails  to  meet  this  standard.   Most  importantly   it 
makes  no  mention  of  the  political  and  other  hurdles  which  have  to 
d?na  C°TS1!t e1^  bloc*ed  eff°rts  to  reduce  raven  numbers  in  the 
DTNA   As  a  member  of  Raven  Technical  Review  Team  (TRT),  we  can 
certify  that  any_  efforts  to  kill  ravens  (including  probably 
destroying  eggs)  will  be  opposed  by  organizations  representing 
humane  concerns  and  will  be  difficult  to  explain  to  the  public  a- 
if!£?;„  frse'  "sponsible  federal  agencies  which  must  issue 
permits  for  such  activity  have  shown  no  willingness  to  face  up  to 
this  pressure.   The  TRT  has  found  that  the  Bureau  has  failed  to 
carry  out  the  most  modest  but  absolutely  essential  steps    It  has 
not  monitored  raven  populations  in  the  DTNA  to  learn  how 'quickly 
they  recovered  from  the  aborted  control  program  carried  out    Y 
briefly  in  1989    BLM  has  not  established  amonitorlnf program  to 
prove  definitively  that  ravens  from  nearby  landfills  alio  travel 
^Z6"1  ™lleS  ov\r  the  dese^  and  feed  on  tortoises  at  the  OTnI 
The  staff  person  hired  to  design  and  implement  the  raven  control 

and°9wnd?if,brn  diV6r\ed  t0  °thSr   duti-"   Nor  SL  thfu!s   Ssh 
and  Wildlife  Service  put  pressure  on  the  Bureau  to  address  this 
known  cause  of  significant  mortality  of  a  threatened  species 

Mountatn  in  r?-   ^^S1  Pro9ram  »"■!  °e  instituted  at  Eagle 
Mountain  in  a  timely  fashion. 


access  railroad 


Tortoises 
and  those 
railroad  r 
of  the  tor 
current  to 
250  animal 
early  1980 
pressures 
BLM's  lega 
them. 


have 
carri 
ight- 
toise 
rtois 
s  per 
's  at 
on  th 
1  obi 


been  shown  by  both  previous  surveys  (Berry  1984) 
ed  out  for  the  DEIS  to  be  most  numerous  along  the 
of-way  south  of  i-io.   While  the  overall  decline 

throughout  the  California  Desert  means  that 
e  population  densities  must  be  lower  than  the  100- 
acre  found  by  Berry  in  1984,  the  data  from  the 
least  inaicate  potential  densities  if  current 
re  reduced.   As  noted  abo!7e,  it  is 

not  increase 


igation  to  reduce  such  pressures. 


App. ,    84 . 
10DEIS,    pp    446-452. 
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epeats  our  contention  that  surveys  of  only  the  200-foot 
ses  2  S  insU"^ient  ^  determine  the  LmSer  of 
"that  ?nfltrf  1?t?  vicinity  °f  ^e  railroad.   The  DEIS 
es  that  individual  tortoises  will  probably  be  crushed  hv 

deln   off     inadequate  survey.   Nevertheless,  given  the 

'•ss'iSiiJss'ioSs^iTf  Snc°eLhout  the  <***»£^ 


between   toJtoi.^fSJLli^^tP: JS     "par^Sarf^since 

habitat   fragmenta^iL  Sfbe  exaterSLd"^-^  woufd  tT^ 

long-term   impact    if  thesubpooulatio^west^f^ne    ra^lS"^ 
becomes  permanently   isolated. ft 

culverts  when   rail  traffic   is  heavy.  SS   the  ProP°sed 

?ra?ns°cfaause    considerable   arounfv^V0   Nations,    and    loaded 
to   cause   burros   to  collapse   --   elpelllTlf  iV^H^   f"   likely 

»iVh   a        »«  ™„;        r''*^?  desert-dwelling  species 


App.  ,     p.     74  . 
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Nor  is  it  clear  to  NRDC  why  the  alternative  of  rail  access  only 
is  said  to  significantly  reduce  impacts  on  the  desert  tortoise 
other  than  by  reducing  road  accessibility  and  possibly  the 
numbers  of  people  living  and  working  in  the  area.   Since  the 
environmental  impacts  of  expanding  human  populations  are  to  be 
discussed  in  a  separate  EIS ,  we  maintain  that  the  BUM  cannot  make 
a  judgement  on  this  issue  based  on  current  information. 

access  road 
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The  DEI 
e  from  a 
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g  and  ra 
s  report 
e  impact 
loss  of 


nlv4  a  "few"  signs  of  tortoises  were  seen  along  the 
ay   —  but  this  involved  a  search  of  only  a 
of-way  for  a  distance  of  approximately  seven 
S  recognizes  only  two  "significant  impacts"  to  the 
ccess  roads  and  railroads.   The  first  is  loss  of 

of  Category  3  habitat  north  of  i-io  to  road 
ilroad  spur  construction.   Again,  little  tortoise 
edly  seen  within  these  areas.15  NRDC  considers 

of  the  road  will  be  significant,  but  not  limited 
this  habitat. 


The  second  "sign 
more  serious  in 
opening  the  road 
12-16  hours  per 
28  landfill  would  b 
the  road  will  re 
provide  food  for 
impede  gene  flow 
road.16 


ificant"  impact  r 

our  view.   This  i 

to  heavy  truck  t 

day.   (The  DEIS  d 

e  open  on  weekend 

suit  in  roadkills 

scavenging  raven 

among  tortoises 


ecognized  in  the  DEIS  is  even 
s  the  combined  effects  of 
raffic  —  anticipated  to  last 
oes  not  specify  whether  the 
s  and  holidays.)   Such  use  of 

by  the  trucks  themselves, 
s,  and  fragment  the  habitat  and 
living  on  opposite  sides  of  the 


29    Both  the  text  and  espec 
acres  of  tortoise  habit 
the  road  and  railroad, 
immediate  rights-of-way 
habitat  which  might  be 
data  cited  in  Appendix 
studies  showing  average 
meters  from  major  roadw 
hundreds  of  meters  on  b 
corridors . 


ially  the  summary  table  underestimate  the 
at  which  will  be  affected  by  operation  of 

These  impacts  will  not  be  limited  to  the 
much  less  to  the  150  acres  of  Category  3 
converted  to  human  use.17    Instead,  as 
F  makes  clear  (the  reference  to  other 

tortoise  density  is  reduced  up  to  800 
ays  ) ,  the  impacts  will  be  felt  for 
oth  sides  along  the  entire  lengths  of  both 


App.,  p.  6  3 
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App. 
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App.,  pp.  80-81. 
DEIS,  pp.  447-448. 
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The  proponents  propose  to  reduce  these  impacts  th 
mitigation  measures  as  culverts  for  tortoise  cros 
elaborate  efforts  to  avoid  killing  individual  tor 
maintenance  and  repair  work,  installation  of  tort 
barriers,  mandatory  worker  education  program,  and 
raven  populations  along  the  road,  and,  if  necessa 
control  program.    However,  as  was  the  case  with 
mitigation  measures  associated  with  the  landfill 
document  does  not  adequately  address  the  probabil 
mitigation  measures  will  prove  effective.   Aqain 
particularly  skeptical  about  the  ability  to  insti 
effective  raven  control  program 


.rough  such 
sings,  fairly 
toises  during 
oise-proof 

monitoring  of 
ry,  an  active 
proposed 

site  itself,  the 
ity  that  these 

we  are 
tute  an 


ofetSeIroafeSind^nti?n.Hf  eff0,rtS   t0  prevent  ^authorized  use 
or  tne  road.   indeed,  if  the  road  will  provide  access  to  the 

town,  closing  would  be  almost  impossible.   But  BLM  studies 

everywhere  clearly  show  that  increased  human  access  to  tortoise 

habitat  results  in  increased  tortoise  mortality  due  to  accidental 

kills  by  road  and  off-road  vehicle  use,  vandalism,  harassment 

JV"^*1  litigation,  the  project  proponent  has  offered  to  give 
2.5  acres  for  every  acre  to  be  disturbed  by  access  development 
and  maintenance,  that  is   375  acre*;   ThD  Ir-t^i         envelopment 

^erainreasonsthip'm^i9ati5n  t0  be  c°mPletely  inadequate  for 
several  reasons.   First,  we  do  not  believe  the  catches  of  1 *n^ 
offered  by  Kaiser  will  benefit  tortoise  conservation   ?hev  are 
small  and  scattered  along  the  rights-of-way;  to  the  extent  that 

zonL^exTto^he^oal'  ^  TF  T^*   ^em  -tothfdanger  '* 
zones  next  to  the  road  and  railroad.   Thus,  the  lands  offerpri 
cannot  be  portrayed  as  "mitigating"  the  impact  of  road  wSiening. 

™^d;„BLM'S  record  in  managing  similar  compensation  lands  qives 
cause  for  concern.   In  cases  of  which  we  are  aware  the  land! 
have  been  managed  under  a  "multiple  use"  mandate  which  has  not 
P^^ted  tortoises  from  such  threats  as  competition  and 
STvlty9  ^  llVest0ck  and  such  incompatible  human  uses  as  OHV 

fi^Jly'  t^e  of^red  patches  are  far  too  small  and  in  the  wrona 
locations  to  provide  any  mitigation  for  the  likelv  imnart^  n? 
increased  numbers  of  ravens  aid  people  in  the  area.   P      f 
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increase  in  human  habitation  &  activity  in  vicinity 
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a  greatly  increased 
r  owners  or 
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desert  pupfish  (Cyprinoaon   macular lus) 

The  desert  pupfish  is  present  in  a  creek  crossed  by  a  railroad 
trestle.   It  is  noted  that  the  pupfish  survived  use  of  the  tracks 
^ri£I  °peration  of  the  mine.22  The  only  impacts  described  in 
the  DEIS  are  accidents  —  trash  will  be  contained  in  closed 
containers  --  or  siltation  or  other  impacts  during  trestle 
maintenance  and  repair.   The  danger  posed  by  repair  work  is  said 
to  be  especially  high  if  it  is  done  during  fall  when  water  levels 
"■  lowest  and  the  fish's  population  drops  to  about  100  fish.23 
NKDC  contends  that  the  DEIS  should  be  more  specific  on  steps  to 
be  taken  to  avoid  or  minimize  impacts. 
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Yuma  clapper  rail  (Rallus    longlrostris    yumanensis) 

As  noted  in  the  introduction  to  these  comments,  NRDC  obiects  to 
the  cavalier  treatment  given  by  the  DEIS  to  the  possible  impact 

Sihul™?  clapper  rail.   On  page  79  of  Appendix  F,  it  is  stated 
that  the  bird  is  "known  to  occur"  within  one  mile  of  the 
l^tr°ad'    but  "n°  aPPropriate  habitat"  exists  within  the  200- 
foot  survey  corridor.   The  fact  that  the  bird  was  not  observed  in 
the  railroad  right-of-way  is  irrelevant  -  especially  after  five 
years  of  drought.   Impacts  on  wetlands  may  well  be  expected  at 
greater  distances  than  100  feet  and  the  numbers  of  birds  present 
in  the  wetlands  found  in  the  Salt  Creek  ACEC  may  well  increase 
during  wetter  years.   Since  the  lifetime  of  the  proposed  project 
is  100  years,  such  contingencies  must  be  addressed       Project 
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DEIS,  p.  240. 
App. ,  p.  79. 
App . ,  p .  7  9. 
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Other  Sensitive  Species 


California  leaf-nosed  bat  (Macrot I s   ca i / forn i cus) 

The  proposed  landfill  will  certainly  have  significant  imoact^  nn 
the  California  leaf-nosed  bat,  which  is  also9a  candidate^ror 
listing  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.   This  species  is  found 
only  in  southern  California  and  Arizona.24  The  Eagle  Mountain 
population  was  discovered  in  the  course  of  environ^entaTsurveys 
of  the  proposed  landfill  site;26  it  is  isolated  from  the  maioritv 
of  the  species,  which,  according  to  both  the  DEIS  and 1  other 
sources,  is  concentrated  along  the  Colorado  River.   This  species 
has  been  observed  using  a  short  section  of  the  extensive  main 
Kaiser  mine  tunnel  for  diurnal  roosting.   Night  roots  are  found 
in  man-made  structures  "around  the  corner"   and  othll   places 
nearby  »  Since  pregnant  bats  were  captured  during tre survey 
wLters^arS  TtVhe   Calif°rnia  leaf"n0Sed  bat  -S  brUereVdesY'and 

California  leaf-nosed  bats  live  farther  north  than  anv  other 
species  of  the  family  Phyllostomidae.   Dr.  Gary  P  Bell 
attributes  this  distribution  to  their  energy-conserving  roostino 
and  foraging  behavior.   Thus,  they  roost  in  qeothermallv  h^f,^9 
winter  roost  sites  with  stable  year-round  LmperSures  of 
approximately  29  degrees^iTITus  and  use  sight  to  locate  prey  27 


Califo 
winter 
high  b 
To  do 
temper 
ranges 
temper 
suffic 


be  ause  t"h  v  Hnb3t   ^  Particularly  vulnerable  during  the 
Jv  3^L   vY    n°tnmig"te  or  hibernate  and  must  maintain 
ody  temperatures  while  minimizing  expenditure  of  energy, 
so,  they  must  find  tunnels  which  have  the  proper  internal 
atures  and  humidity.   Suitable  temperatureand  humidity 
at^re^nd^^Vf  the  bat   ±S   to  maintain  both  body  Y 
ientlv  larop  to  balance:  ^furthermore,  the  roosts  must  be 
lently  large  to  accommodate  colonies  numbering  up  to 


fof^  L   Lel1'  George  A.  Bartholomew,  and  Kenneth  A.  Nagy   "The 
roles  of  energetics,  water  economy,  foraging  behavior   and 
geothermal  refugia  in  the  distribution  of  the  tat     MacroTus 
californicus    "    Journal  of  Comparative  Physiology  B 
Springer-Verlag,  1986,  p.  445. iu — ' 

L^'n?"^  ^°  fpPendix  F  fay  Patricia  E.  Brown,  "A  Survey  for 

?a?fforn^  ..E^9ie/°Untain  Pr°3^t  Site,  Riverside  County 
California,"  dated  June  27,  1990.  wwuuuy , 

26„ 
Brown,  June  27,  1990,  op.  cit. 
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several  hundred  individuals  w 
DEIS,  there  are  no  other  wint 
In  the  survey  report  included 
that  "[rjoosts  with  high  temp 
limiting  factor  in  the  distri 
California,  since  less  than  5 
bordering  the  Colorado  River 
that  wintering  sites  appear  t 
The  importance  of  the  lack  of 
fact  that  each  colony  appears 
roost  sites. ^      It  is  not  yet 
by  concrete  pipe  will  change 
within  the  tunnel. 


ithout  crowding.28  According  to  the 
ering  sites  known  in  the  vicinity. 

in  the  DEIS,  Dr.  Brown  confirms 
erature  and  humidity  appear  to  be  a 
bution  of  this  species  in 
%  of  the  mines  in  the  mountains 
contain  Macro tis."      Dr.  Bell  concurs 
o  be  more  scarce  than  summer  sites, 
wintering  sites  is  magnified  by  the 
to  have  several  alternate  winter 
known  whether  extending  the  tunnel 
the  temperature  and  humidity  regime 


During  the  survey  conducted  for  preparation  of  the  DEIS  carried 
out  in  May  1990,  approximately  60  Macrotls   were  observed  in  the 
diurnal  roost  inside  the  main  Kaiser  mineshaft.   A  second  survev 
was  conducted  by  Dr.  Brown  in  December  1990;  at  that  time 
approximately  100  bats  of  this  species  were  observed  at  the 
original  location  and  another  21  at  a  second  spot.   Few  Macrotls 
were  observed  at  the  second  mine  shaft  on  the  project  site.30 

California  leaf-nosed  bats  are  vulnerable  to  disturbance  durinq 
the  summer  as  wel]    They  are  highly  colonial.   Females  form   ' 


32 


—  ,.^J.,   iii=_j,  aj_c  n±yiL±y   coioniai.   Females  to 
large  nursery  colonies  during  the  summer.31   Other  possible 
maternity  roosts  have  been  located  in  the  Eagle  Mountains  * 
increasing  the  importance  of  the  wintering  roost  in  the  main 
Kaiser  mineshaft. 

K^iigh^°f  *£•"  behavior  patterns,  Dr.  Bell  believes  that  the 
bats  will  probably  be  disturbed  by  operation  of  the  landfill  ® 
The  DEIS  states  that  the  landfill  will  not  be  active  af night 
when  the  bats  exit  and  enter.34  This  statement  is  contradicted 
on  page  40  of  the  DEIS,  where  one  finds  the  statement,  «[t]raL 
and  container  handling  operations  would  be  conducted  on  a  24- 
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Bell,  et  al.,    pp.  445  and  449. 
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Bell ,  et  a / . ,  p.  445  . 
Patricia  E.  Brown 


3C_  , 

Patricia  E.  Brown,  "A  Winter  Survey  for  Bats  of  the  Eaale 
Mountain^  Project  Site,  Riverside  Country,  California^  Feb 


ruary 
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Bell,  et  a / . ,  p.  445 , 
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Brown,  February  15,  1991,  op.    c/t. 
33 
Se 
34 


Dr.  Gary  P.  Bell,  £ers.  com.  to  Faith  T.  Campbell,  12 
eptember,  1991.         

App.,  p.  85. 
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sss  ! S^""" ^Stti^rb-s Kafs^*- 

We    also   question  whether   the   proposed    concrete   pine   will 
effectively   exclude  odors,    noxious   fumes?  or  even  lipids 

Klhifl  &.*£  ?LCayHin9  9arba9e-      The  Pip"-ctionS19^  f  likely 
activttv      fh  changing  consistency  of  the   garbage   and   the 

S"SSr    ithSaVy   6gU1Pment  used   ««ily   to   spread'out   the^arbage 

JepSrris^nSuded^S  gTSS?**"  no^the^irelecond   survey 
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Townsend's    bat   Plecotus    townsendll 
£\32  K%22  **,£?  SJ«22  -Pect  significot  Upsets 

45     J£S2£  SSKKK&  of jyTSS."  STSSfS.^"^ 

sites  are  known  in  California  «  hf,?'nr  d        Y     nursery 

Ldiirorma,   but  Dr.  Pierson  contradicts  that 
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40 


App,  85 


APP,  p.  55 


DOCUMENT  0097 


46 


statement.    Dr.  Brown  calls  for  additional  surveys  at  other 
times^of  the  year  to  determine  whether  the  species  occurs  on  the 
site.    Dr.  Brown  did  conduct  an  additional  survey  in  December 
1990,  but  it  apparently  focused  on  searching  for  additional 
Macrotis   winter  roosts.   We  are  thus  left  with  many  unanswered 
questions  as  to  the  importance  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill 
site  for  Townsend's  big-eared  bat. 
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Alverson's  foxtail  cactus 
[Escobar  I  a    (Coryphantha)    vlvlpara    v.    alverson I  I ] 

Alverson's  foxtail  cactus  is  under  consideration  for  listing 
under  the  U.S.  Endangered  Species  Act  as  a  "candidate  2"   The 
DEIS  does  not  provide  sufficient  information  to  determine  the 
impact  of  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  on  Alverson's 
foxtail  cactus,  since  it  does  not  indicate  what  proportion  of  the 
species'  total  population  is  found  at  the  site.   The  DEIS  does 
mention  one  other  population  in  Arizona.44  According  to  the 
California  Natural  Heritage  Database,  the  cactus  is  known 
historically  from  13  sites,  six  of  which  may  have  been  extirpated 
since  they  have  not  been  reconfirmed  since  1960.   The  database 
staff  does  not  know  the  populations  at  all  the  seven  sites  known 
to  be  extant,   but  the  Eagle  Mountain  population  of  at  least  280 
plants  appears  to  be  one  of  the  larger  ones.   Clearly   further 
research  into  this  question  must  precede  any  decisions  on  whether 
to  expose  this  population  to  the  impact  associated  with  landfill 
operations. 

T^tment  of  the  species'  habitat  area  in  the  DEIS  is  confusing. 
According  to  the  figures  given  in  the  written  description  on  page 
66  of  Appendix  F,  the  foxtail  cactus  occupies  two  areas  at  the 
landfill  site  totaling  approximately  290  acres.   Alverson's 
foxtail  cacti  are  also  found  along  the  railroad  right-of-way   but 
no  population  or  acreage  figures  are  given  in  the  DEIS.   The 
description  mentions  impacts  on  the  denser  of  the  two 
subpopulations  (that  with  at  least  200  plants  occupying  125 
acres)  plus  impacts  on  another  7.6  acres  (that  may  be  part  of  the 
other  concentration).   However,  the  table  summarizing  impacts 
Potential 'Habitat"^"  ^  Cate9°ry  "ImPacted  Habitat  (acres)  of 
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Pierson,  pers .    com.    to  Faith  T.  Campbell,  12  September,  1991, 
Brown,  June  27,  1990,  op.  clt. 


M 


App.,  p.  32 

45 

com 


Roxanne  Bittman,  California  Natural  Heritage  Database  p« 
om.  to  Faith  Campbell,  ll  September,  1991. 
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As  mitigation   for  the   "significant"    impacts   on  Escobar  I  a 

=outh.rn  two-third,  o?  -p"n?lhaAref  4^Xta„-nabttat  '  '  the 
undisturbed.47  naming  Area  4     —  will  also  remain 

mitigation  measSe        ?he  Sis  dLf  nlranS?lan.tati0n  as   the  ma:°^ 
are  to   be  moved .      in  any  case     EZ„«?   x?d^ate  how  many  plants 

discredited    in  th.  coSJrSSi^fSSS™*  ^th^E*01"91* 

obvious   previous   dieh.rhanr..        i      J erarure.      in   the   aosence   of 

particular   si?e   is   t£  resuft  S'n   ?     P«sence   or   absence  on  a 

subtle   for  us    to   understand        tL«     Y^1    fac£°rS   wh^h  may    be   too 

unoccupied    areas   near   ^1"^ T£ Ul'tJl  must   be   Presumed    that 

Plantsmoved   to  tSose  arSS  Sii'JS'!  "?  unsuitab^  and   that 

e  areas  will  not   survive  or   reproduce. 

Sy  on  SStSJSS'lifcS"  accePtable,  it  is  preposterous  to 
the  transplanted  LSimisi  ^°?ing  ^3S°n  to  dete™ine  whether 
plots  or  those  plaSTn  the  ffn^Tth°S?  °5?  the  "experimental- 
become  established  Bl  ft  f!y  selected  "reserve")  have 
continue  for  fSe  to  seven  yeLs  in'orSf  f"*  monit°ring  must 
the  plants  will  survive^8  m,t«S<  °^er  to  answer  even  whether 
woulS  require   longer  monitoring      ^   r8lated   t0   reP^uction 
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Orocopia  sage    (Salvia  greatal) 
speS  Sent?oen°dr°ao^l.Sa?nlf  V^iiVZt"  S"  th°i°  °°  th* 
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Don  Haynes , 
1991. 
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com.  to  Faith  T.  Campbell,  12  September, 


49 
Bittman,  op.  cit. 


pers, 
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The  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council  reiterates  its  conclusion 
r^LiT?  Eagle  Mountain  site  is  not  an  appropriate  location  for  a 
landfill,   we  urge  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  deny  the 
permits  and  land  exchanges  necessary  to  effect  the  project  and  to 
work  with  the  proponents  to  find  another,  more  suitable 
location. 


Yours  truly 


Faith  Thompson  Campbell,  Ph.D. 


:■<:. 
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1233  E.  Via  Escuela 
Palm  Springs,  CA  92262 

September  22,  1991 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs-  South  Coast  R.A. 
P.O.  Box  2000 
No.  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 


I 


RE:   Comments  on  Draft  E.I.R.  Eaqle  Mountain  Landfill  Project 
Dear  Sir: 

I  have  reviewed  the  above  noted  document  and  would  request  that 
these  following  comments  be  responded  to  in  the  final  E.I.R. 

TRUCK  TRAFFIC:  I  am  concerned  with  where  truck  drivers  will  stop 
along  the  route  for  meals  and  restrooms.  The  traffic  study  does 
not  address  the  impacts  200  additional  trucks  per  day  would  have 
if  they  all  went  to  the  same  truck  stop-  say  the  one  at  Ramon 
Road  and  1-10  in  Thousand  Palms.  Traffic  at  that  intersection  is 
already  a  disaster  and  additional  truck  traffic  will  only  serve 
to  deteriorate  it  further. 

NOISE  AND  VIBRATION  IMPACTS  ON  HOMES  IN  C0ACHELLA  VALLEY-  The 
noise  element,  while  it  conducted  site  analysis  at  10  places 
none  were  done  in  the  Coachella  Valley.  what  will  be  the  noise 
and  vibration  impacts  of  the  trains  on  existing  residences  south 
of  the  railway  and  west  of  Washington  Street?  When  you  see  that 
the  noise  study  went  on  to  cover  the  noise  impacts  on  the  Desert 
Tortoise  but  failed  to  even  mention  the  residential  uses  immedi- 
ately south  of  the  railway  tracks,  it  brings  into  question  the 
adequacy  of  the  entire  document  and  the  bias  of  the  preparers. 

RISK  OF  UPSET  (I.E.,  DERAILMENT):  In  the  entire  draft  E  I  R 
some  636  pages,  I  could  find  no  discussion  regarding  the  risks 
and  potential  for  derailments  and  truck  accidents.  These  items 
were  brought  up  numerous  times  at  the  scoping  sessions.  The 
existing  railwaqy  track  conditions  should  be  compared  with  the 
track  condition  of  the  two  recent  derailments  near  Sacramento 
(Lake  Shasta)  and  Oxnard.  Is  the  potential  greater  or  less  for  a 
similar  occurance  here?  And  why?  what  is  the  plan  for  emergency 
response  to  such  a  derailment?  Is  a  fund  to  be  established  to 
pay  for  this  clean-up?   What  is  the  plan  for  evacuation"' 
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PROJECT  ALTERNATIVES:  The  draft  E.I.R.  fails  to  discuss  the 
ongoing  recycling  programs  and  their  level  of  sucess  in  reducing 
solid  waste.  A  study  should  be  done  evaluating  the  programs  in 
each  city  which  will  contribute  trash  to  this  site.  ■  A  cost- 
benefit  analysis  would  show  wheather  it  would  be  less  expensive 
to  put  additional  funding  into  recycling  rather  than  this 
project.  Without  the  above  mentioned  detaqiled  analysis,  this 
cannot  be  determined.  This  item  was  also  discussed  at  the  scop- 
ing sessions.  (This  has  been  shown  to  be  the  case  for  Southern 
California  Edison.  It  is  less  expensive  for  them  to  encourage 
conservation  and  pay  rebates  rather  than  build  new  power  plants.) 
The  alternatives  should  also  discuss  the  possibilities  of  de- 
veloping a  technology  to  dump  this  trash  at  sea.  Also,  alternate 
rail  routes  should  be  discussed,  i.e.  from  south  and  north.  Why 
not  use  the  existing  rail  lines  in  the  1-15  corridor  to  Barstow, 
then  east  to  Amboy  and  southeast  to  Milliigan;  then  put  in  30-  35 
miles  of  new  track  south  to  the  site?  The  alternatives  should 
also  consider  a  rail  route  through  San  Diego  County  or  northern 
Mexico  to  Calexico  or  Mexicali,  then  north  of  Brawley. 

Sincerely, 

Jd4n  M.  Smith 


'■■:■:■■ 
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September  20,  1991 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  RA 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  2000 

N.   Pain  Springs,   CA     92258-2000 

Attn:     Marianne  Wetzel 

I  would  like  to  express  my  opposition  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project. 

works  two  hours'  tlv?S?ftL  ^  homeowners  at  Lake  Tamarisk  and  he  now 
from  the  prefect.  For  25  SonVe^  ™  "°t  blind  fc°  **  P0351^  *»■«*" 
primary  concert  But  i?SlSS  nf^r^LT350"5'  ""^  seems  to  te  the 
clean  up  the^ess  as  miuXw^Jlf?  ^  f  "^  t0  te  spent  in  «»  future  to 
killed  Sr  tattSeS^S^JS  S^T3  lnS^'  nti^tion,  and  if  people  are 
feel  the  money  wtlTnavf  b2fi£  H"08""*"  "*  health  «»-.   I  don't 

Se  SiSlSUofHSSsSs^1y'   i>4tl^a-a?m  g3S-      *  ^  "™-  ■»«* 
SSk-sT  f  -  So^stSctures  2lfi«S  SS? duf  t^fSs 

"LTsSuSurS  irSe'^'   Pr°T^ng  a  ^  fo/lateSl  glfm!^™  and 
meuL^rSSL^        ■  °°Uld  trap  P°tentially  migrating  LFG  and  its 

5^7^57^     "iTl^U^0*"0^*1*-"     In  ^----tal  Consequences, 
SoorDoritS  T.E y«,     I  aPPllcab,le'   subfloor  LFG  protection  measures  will  be 

^dents^pr"  -r^SS-Jr^LS  £%£  5?S2  to 

2       CaotfT  haS  T  ^  40°  innBteS  Md  is  meeting  to  get   100 

StJSL^K  v       tu001'  PrlS°n'   KaiSer'  *"*  ^  other  ■»"■  businesses 
StS  ^c^proS  "S  J5  a2S0,d0eSn't  «™t  the  increase  in  popu- 
1000  people  ShoroK^  2?S!kUP  5°.  "  estimated  Population  of  750  to 

ws  and  Landfill  Gas  condensate,   keeping  in  mind  the  fractures  in  the  bedrock. 

^Cons^cL*^^ 

pit  would  mininq  be  done?     Tf  ^!!h»  ',,P^T     *     *"  and  wnere  in  the  East 
oompatible^gp5s2le"risL  of  SrL  «  needf' .  that  certainly  doesn't  seem 
tionT  possime  risks  of  fires  or  explosions  from  landfill  gas  migra- 


tviunvvTM mil  1 111  k  — itwi    1  h  ^.HAi.H.^H.i.f.HW'ffly.'.;^ 


mmmmy.        ?«&* 
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ifi»K??,\yW:y  serious  concerns  about  the  ground  water       I  feel  thai- 
S^ntne^^^ 

f  EJ£JVh-  ^t™  StUdy  inVOlved  -"FtnTSi?  BroSngSerrislSs 
SrSSltaS  SySrof  J^r  °f  d°llarS  ln  finSS  f°r  violations       If  tS 

The  monitoring  for  this  project  will  have  to  be  very  extensive  and  I  feel  it 

reports^v^l^wS^T  ^  *"  itSelf '     ^overnr^t^ta^1' 
reports  involved  will  be  tremendous.      In  this  age  of  complexity  causina  pvpp 

S-fS^  "*  °f  bud9et  ^  at  t^  federa1'   state,   ana^ounS^elH 
wonder  if  this  project  should  be  stopped  for  that  reason  only.  ' 

I  am  concerned  about  the  effect  of  this  project  on  Joshua  Tree  National 
Monument  and  on  wildlife.     «e  small  county  sanitary  disposaTsite  uS 
locally  completely  ruined  one  of  our  favorite  picnS  £2Tdue  to  wind- 
blown litter       Many  ravens  can  be  seen  there  even  when  toerTseSs^fte 
nothing  exposed  which  would  draw  them. 

nere^ctTyeaf  ^Cl^   "  ^  ^  °f  ^  Winter  resident=  *»  — 
areoSed^  ft?f  I  m  sure  there  are  more  than  50  as  stated  in  the  EIR) 

Proper^  Slues^ftr0'^^15  ^  3ddS  t0  OTnCernS  abaut  **•  loss  in 
property  values  if  the  project  does  go  through. 


10 


If  it  does,  I  feel  it  should  definitely  be  Rails  Only 
more  trucks  at  all  on  Interstate  10.      


I  am  against  any 


i ■  1 1 1  mi 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 UU"A^^UIUJJA^WA»AW>AIVMWWM^MAW 
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thelolutS  ^^  ^L^r^T11  lfc  SStS  in  U8ir*  hu^e  landfills  as; 


Kjfl-<-fz.<- 


Joyce  Jones 
P.O.  Box  365 
Desert  Center, 


CA  92239 
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NORMAN   W.    HICKEY 

CHIEF   ADMINISTRATIVE    OFFICER 

LOCATION   CODE   730 

161  B)   B31-B20O 


CHIEF  ADMINISTRATIVE  OFFICE 

18O0   PACIFIC    HIGHWAY.    SAN    DIEOO,    CALIFORNIA   92101-2472 


September    16,    1991 
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Ms.  Marianne  Wetzel 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  R.A. 

63-500  Garnet  Ave. 

P.O.  Box  2000 

N.  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

Dear  Ms.  Wetzel: 

COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT/ ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  REPORT  FOR  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  PROJECT 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement/Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  Eagle  Mountain 
Landfill  Project.  We  find  that  this  project  does  not  directly  or 
indirectly  affect  current  or  proposed  San  Diego  County  public 
facilities,  nor  is  the  County  a  Responsible  Agency  for  the  project. 

San  Diego  County  is  committed  to  handling  its  own  waste  and  not 
transporting  County-generated  waste  to  other  counties.  All  long 
range  County  plans  reflect  this  commitment.  Waste  sorting  and 
transfer  stations  which  are  cited  in  the  Eagle  Mountain  EIS/EIR  as 
facilities  to  maximize  waste  reduction  and  recycling  are  already 
incorporated  into  San  Diego  County's  plans. 

Should  San  Diego  County  want  to  use  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  in 
the  future,  a  separate  EIS/EIR  may  be  required  due  to  the  potential 
for  impacts  to  our  San  Diego  Air  Basin.  These  air  quality  impacts 
could  be  significant  and  not  mitigable,  requiring  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  make  overriding  findings  for  social  and  economic 
benefits.  Other  items  that  would  be  discussed  in  such  an  EIR  would 
be  location-specific  impacts  of  local  transfer  stations  and  impacts 
to  the  transportation  corridors  carrying  the  waste  from  San  Dieao 
County.  ' 
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For  additional  information  or  further  discussion  on  this  subiect 
please  contact  Mr.  William  Worrell,  Deputy  Director  Solid  Waste 
Division,  Department  of  Public  Works  (619)  694-222  7. 

Sincerely, 


'HICKEY 
lief  Administrative  Officer 


cc:   Members,  Board  of  Supervisors 

Department  of  Public  Works  (0332) 
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G.  Fred  Lee  &  Associates 

27298  E.  El  Macero  Dr. 

El  Macero,  California  95618 

Tel  (916)  753-9630    •    Fax  (91  6)  753-9956 


W. 


September  10,  1991 

Russell  L.  Kaldenberg,  Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  R.A. 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  2000 

N.  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

Dear  Mr.  Kaldenberg: 

I  understand  that  your  area  has  become  involved  in  evaluating 
the  potential  environmental  impact  of  the  construction  of  a  lined 
landfill.  I  wish  to  bring  to  your  attention  some  information  that 
may  be  of  assistance  to  you  and  your  staff  on  the  issues  of  the 
ability  of  the  "new  generation"  lined  landfills  to  provide  for  true 
long-term  public  health  and  ground  water  quality  protection  for  as 
long  as  the  wastes  represent  a  threat  to  ground  waters.  I  have 
been  working  in  the  area  of  evaluating  the  impact  of  municipal 
solid  waste  landfills  on  ground  water  quality  since  the  mid-1960 's. 
The  enclosed  materials  represent  a  collection  of  writings 
presenting  my  and  others'  experience  on  this  topic. 

If  you  or  others  have  an  interest  in  obtaining  additional 
information  on  any  of  the  topics,  please  contact  me. 


Sincerely  yours, 


G.    Fred  Lee,    PhD 


Enclosures 
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CERTIFIED  COPY 


RIVERSIDE  COUNTY 

PLANNING  COMMISSION 

HEARING 


DATE 

WEDNESDAY,  SEPTEMBER  18,  1991 
2:00  P.M. 


LOCATION 

BERMUDA  DUNES  HEARING  ROOM 
79-733  COUNTRY  CLUB  DRIVE 
BERMUDA  DUNES,  CALIFORNIA 


REPORTED  BY 

TAMARA  A.  MIRZA 
C.S.R.  NO.  6874 


fOURT  REPORTERS 

OF  PALM  SPRINGS 


2601  East  Tahquitz  -  McCallum  Way  Suite  202 
Palm  Springs,  California  92262  •  (619)  323-9908 
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APPEARANCES: 

DAVE  TURNER,  CHAIRMAN 

ROBERT  A.  WOLF,  COMMISSIONER 

CYDRONIA  VALDEZ,  COMMISSIONER 

MARIANNE  KELLEY,  COMMISSIONER 

WALT  SMITH,  COMMISSIONER 

KATHERINE  LIND,  DEPUTY  COUNTY  COUNSEL 

JOE  RICHARDS,  PLANNING  DIRECTOR 

DIANA  ABLARD,  SECRETARY 

DAVID  MARES,  PLANNER  III 
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WFDNFSDAY.  SFPTFMBFR  18.  1991 
BFRMUDA  DIINFS.  CAI  TFORNIA 


CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   WE  WILL  BE  ADJOURNING  THIS  HEARING, 
AFTER  WE  DO  OUR  BEST  TO  HEAR  ALL  OF  YOU  TODAY,  TO  A 
HEARING  ON  OCTOBER  19TH  IN  DESERT  CENTER,  AND  THEN  ADJOURN 
THAT  INTO  A  NOVEMBER  ~ 

MR.  RICHARDS:   9TH,  OCTOBER  9TH. 

CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   9TH,  I'M  SORRY,  OCTOBER  9TH .   AND 
THEN  NOVEMBER  6TH  IN  RIVERSIDE,  AND  THEN  A  FINAL  HEARING, 
AT  LEAST  THAT  IS  THE  WAY  IT'S  SCHEDULED  NOW,  IS  NOVEMBER 
13TH  BACK  HERE. 

THERE  WILL  BE  NO  DECISION  TODAY  BY  THE 
COMMISSION.   IN  TACT,  PROBABLY  NO  DECISIONS  UNTIL  THE  LAST 
HEARING.   WE'RE  HERE  PRIMARILY  TO  HEAR  YOU  AND  TO  GET  YOUR 
TESTIMONY  ON  THE  CASE. 

WE'LL  HEAR  AS  MUCH  AS  WE  CAN  OF  YOUR  TESTIMONY. 
HOWEVER,  SINCE  THERE  ARE  SO  MANY  OF  YOU,  WE  WILL  TIME 
TESTIMONY.   WE'RE  GOING  TO  LIMIT  IT  TO  THREE  MINUTES. 
HOWEVER,  ANYBODY  WHO  CAN'T  GET  THEIR  SAY  IN  IN  THREE 
MINUTES,  AS  SOON  AS  WE'RE  DONE  WITH  EVERYBODY,  WE'LL  COME 
BACK.   I'D  ALSO  ASK  YOU  IF  —  WHETHER  YOU'RE  FOR  OR 
AGAINST. 

IF  YOU  HAVE  NO  NEW  TESTIMONY  AND  YOU  JUST  AGREE 
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WITH  WHAT'S  BEEN  SAID  BY  PREVIOUS  PEOPLE  WHO  HAVE 
TESTIFIED,  COME  FORWARD,  JUST  SAY  THAT,  "I  AGREE,"  "I'M 
OPPOSED  TO  THIS,"  "I'M  FOR  IT,"  AND  "I  AGREE  WITH  WHAT  HAS 
ALREADY  BEEN  SAID."  THAT  HILL  HELP  US  ALONG. 

WE'RE  GOING  TO  —  I'D  LIKE  TO  HAVE  ORDER  TODAY 
SO  THAT  WE  HAVE  —  WE'LL  HAVE  NO  CLAPPING  OR  BOOING  OR 
WHATEVER.   IF  YOU  GIVE  EVERYBODY  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  SPEAK, 
WE  CAN  MOVE  RIGHT  ALONG  IN  THIS. 

THE  HEARING  ORDER  WILL  HAVE  A  SHORT  PRESENTATION 
BY  THE  STAFF,  AND  THEN  PROBABLY  A  FAIRLY  COMPLETE 
PRESENTATION  BY  THE  APPLICANT,  OR  THE  APPLICANT'S 
ENGINEERS  AND  REPRESENTATIVES,  AND  THEN  WE'LL  TAKE 
TESTIMONY.   AND  WHAT  WE  DO  IS  TAKE  TESTIMONY  IN  FAVOR. 
AND  WHEN  WE'RE  DONE  WITH  THE  IN  FAVOR,  THEN  WE'LL  TAKE 
TESTIMONY  IN  OPPOSITION. 

AT  THAT  POINT  NORMALLY  WE  HAVE  A  REBUTTAL  FROM 
THE  APPLICANT.   HOWEVER,  SINCE  WE  ARE  CONTINUING  TO  MORE 
HEARINGS,  WE'LL  PROBABLY  PASS  ON  THAT  TODAY,  UNLESS  THERE 
ARE  SPECIFIC  ITEMS  THAT  WE  WOULD  LIKE  TO  HEAR  ANSWERS  FOR. 

WE  WILL  BE  THEN  ADJOURNING  THIS  HEARING  TO 

ANOTHER  ONE. 

ANYTHING  I  LEFT  OUT? 

MR.  RICHARDS:   NOTHING.   THAT  WAS  A  GOOD 
INTRODUCTION. 

CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   OKAY.   THEN,  REMINDING  YOU  ONCE 
MORE  ABOUT  THE  SLIP,  I'LL  ASK  THE  STAFF  TO  START  OUT  WITH 
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THEIR  PRESENTATION  NOTES. 

2  MR.  MARES:   THANK  YOU,  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  MEMBERS  OF  THE 

3  COMMISSION.   DAVID  MARES,  PROJECT  PLANNER. 

4  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  PROJECT  THAT  IS 

5  BEFORE  YOU  TODAY  CONSISTS  OF  FIVE  SEPARATE  APPLICATIONS 

6  THAT  HAVE  BEEN  FILED  WITH  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY.   THESE 

7  APPLICATIONS  INCLUDE  THE  FOLLOWING; 

8  COMPREHENSIVE  GENERAL  PLAN  AMENDMENT  NO.  209; 

9  SPECIFIC  PLAN  NO.  252;  CHANGE  OF  ZONE  CASE  NO.  5499; 

10  RECLAMATION  PLAN  NO.  107;  REVISION  NO.  1;  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

11  AGREEMENT  NO.  47. 

12  THE  CASES  THAT  ARE  BEFORE  YOU  TODAY  ARE 

13  EXTREMELY  CONTROVERSIAL.   BECAUSE  OF  THEIR  COMPLEXITY  AND 

14  BECAUSE  OF  THE  CONTROVERSY  SURROUNDING  THE  PROJECT,  AND 

15  BECAUSE  OF  THE  ANTICIPATED  AMOUNT  OF  PUBLIC  TESTIMONY,  THE 

16  COUNTY  HAS  ARRANGED  FOR  THREE  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING 

17  COMMISSION  HEARINGS,  BESIDES  THE  ONE  THAT  IS  ALREADY 

18  SCHEDULED  FOR  TODAY. 

19  THE  PLANNING  COMMISSION  HEARINGS  ARE  ALREADY 

20  SCHEDULED  AS  FOLLOWS: 

21  AS  COMMISSIONER  TURNER  INDICATED,  THE  SECOND 

22  HEARING  WILL  BE  ON  WEDNESDAY,  OCTOBER  9TH,  1991,  THE  TIME 

23  BEING  1:30.   THE  LOCATION  IS  THE  LAKE  TAMARISK  COUNTRY 

24  CLUB.   THE  ADDRESS  IS  26251  PARKVIEW  DRIVE,  DESERT  CENTER, 

25  CALIFORNIA. 

26  THE  THIRD  HEARING  IS  WEDNESDAY,  NOVEMBER  6TH, 
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1  1991,  THE  TIME  BEING  1:30.   THE  LOCATION  IS  THE  BOARD  ROOM 

2  OF  THE  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  ADMINISTRATIVE  CENTER.   THE 
5  ADDRESS  IS  4080  LEMON  STREET,  14TH  FLOOR,  RIVERSIDE, 

4  CALIFORNIA. 

5  IT  IS  IMPORTANT  TO  NOTE  THAT  THIS  PARTICULAR 

G  HEARING  HAS  ONLY  RECENTLY  BEEN  ADDED  AND  WAS  NOT  LISTED  ON 

7  ANY  OF  THE  PUBLIC  HEARING  NOTICES.   IT  WAS  DETERMINED, 

8  SINCE  ALL  OF  THE  OTHER  PLANNING  COMMISSION  HEARINGS  THAT 

9  WERE  SCHEDULED  WERE  GOING  TO  BE  HELD  IN  THE  EASTERLY 

10  PORTION  OF  THE  COUNTY,  THERE  WAS  A  NEED  FOR  A  HEARING  IN 

11  THE  WESTERN  PORTION. 

12  AGAIN,  IT'S  ANTICIPATED  THAT  THE  FOURTH  HEARING, 

13  THE  FINAL  HEARING,  WILL  BE  WEDNESDAY,  NOVEMBER  13TH,  1991, 

14  THE  TIME  BEING  1:30,  THE  LOCATION  BACK  HERE  AT  THE  BERMUDA 

15  DUNES  HEARING  ROOM.   THE  ADDRESS  IS  79-733  COUNTRY  CLUB 

16  DRIVE,  BERMUDA  DUNES,  CALIFORNIA. 

17  UPON  THE  COMPLETION  OF  MY  STAFF  REPORT, 

18  REPRESENTATIVES  FROM  THE  COUNTY  WASTE  MANAGEMENT 

19  DEPARTMENT  WOULD  ALSO  LIKE  AN  OPPORTUNITY  TO  ADDRESS  THE 

20  COMMISSION. 

21  FURTHERMORE,  THERE  ARE  REPRESENTATIVES  FROM 

22  VARIOUS  COUNTY  AGENCIES  ALSO  IN  ATTENDANCE  AND  ARE 

23  AVAILABLE  TO  RESPOND  TO  ISSUES  IN  THEIR  PARTICULAR  FIELD, 

24  SHOULD  THE  COMMISSION  HAVE  QUESTIONS  ABOUT  THE  PROJECT. 

25  A  SUPPLEMENTAL  INFORMATION  PACKAGE  WAS  PREPARED 

26  FOR  THE  COMMISSION,  COPIES  OF  WHICH  HAVE  BEEN  PROVIDED  TO 
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1  THE  COMMISSION  DURING  THE  LUNCH  HOUR.   THE  PACKAGES 

2  INCLUDE  COPIES  OF  THE  LATEST  RESPONSES  AND  COMMENTS 

3  RECEIVED  BY  THE  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT,  A  COPY  OF  THE  DRAFT 

4  DEVELOPMENT  AGREEMENT,  AND  A  COPY  OF  THE  INTERIM  REPORT  OF 

5  FINDINGS  PREPARED  BY  THE  COUNTY  WASTE  MANAGEMENT 
G  DEPARTMENT'S  CONSULTANT. 

7  THE  PROJECT  SITE  IS  LOCATED  APPROXIMATELY  — 

8  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   DAVID,  PARDON  ME.   IF  THERE  ARE 

9  PEOPLE  HERE  TODAY  WHO  JUST  WANT  MORE  INFORMATION  ON  THIS 

10  PROJECT  BETWEEN  NOW  AND  FURTHER  HEARINGS,  WHERE  WOULD  THEY 

11  GET  THAT? 

12  MR.  MARES:   THEY  WOULD  CONTACT  THE  COUNTY  PLANNING 

13  DEPARTMENT,  PROBABLY  MYSELF. 

14  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   IN  HERE  OR  IN  RIVERSIDE? 

15  MR.  MARES:   PREFERABLY  THE  RIVERSIDE  OFFICE. 

16  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   WHY  DON'T  YOU  TELL  THEM  HOW  THAT  IS 

17  DONE. 

18  MR.  MARES:   OKAY.   IF  ANYBODY  WOULD  LIKE  TO  GET 

19  INFORMATION  REGARDING  THE  PROJECT,  THEY  CAN  CONTACT  MYSELF 

20  AT  AREA  CODE  714-275-3259,  OR  WRITE  A  LETTER  TO  THE 

21  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT.   AND  THAT  ADDRESS  IS  —  WELL,  WE  HAVE 

22  A  NEW  P.O.  BOX.   THEY  CAN  ADDRESS  IT  TO  4080  LEMON  STREET, 

23  RIVERSIDE,  CALIFORNIA  92501,  9TH  FLOOR. 

24  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THANK  YOU. 

25  MR.  MARES:   THE  PROJECT  SITE  IS  LOCATED 

26  APPROXIMATELY  TEN  MILES  NORTHWEST  OF  THE  COMMUNITY  OF 


COURT  REPORTERS  OF  PALM  SPRINGS 


E,rrpTrH,!wrTOW,E,?WTWWWwraWHWWjwwww5i 


DOCUMENT  0102 


si 


1  DESERT  CENTER.   THE  CITY  OF  BLYTHE  IS  APPROXIMATELY  60 

2  MILES  TO  THE  EAST,  AND  THE  NEAREST  CITY  TO  THE  WEST  IS 

3  INDIO,  WHICH  IS  LOCATED  IN  THE  COACHELLA  VALLEY 

4  APPROXIMATELY  50  MILES  AWAY. 

5  THE  PROJECT  SITE  IS  LOCATED  WITHIN  THE 

6  CHUCKWALLA  VALLEY,  NEAR  ITS  WESTERLY  END,  AND  ALONG  THE 

7  EASTERLY  FOOTHILLS  OF  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAINS. 

8  THE  MOST  NORTHERLY  --  THE  MOST  NORTHERLY  PORTION 

9  OF  THE  SITE  IS  APPROXIMATELY  ONE  MILE  AWAY  FROM  THE 

10  NEAREST  BOUNDARY  OF  THE  JOSHUA  TREE  NATIONAL  MONUMENT,  AS 

11  INDICATED  HERE. 

12  THE  PROJECT  SITE  IS  LOCATED  NORTH  OF  INTERSTATE 

13  10  AND  WEST  OF  RICE  ROAD. 

m  THE  PROJECT  SITE  IS  LOCATED  ON  A  PORTION  OF  THAT 

15  AREA  WHICH  WAS  PREVIOUSLY  KNOWN  AS  KAISER  STEEL 

16  CORPORATION'S  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  IRON  MINE.   THE  PROJECT  SITE 

17  COVERS  APPROXIMATELY  4,695  ACRES,  AND  IS  CENTERED  AROUND 

18  THAT  PORTION  OF  THE  MINE  KNOWN  AS  THE  EAST  PIT. 

19  CURRENTLY  THE  LAND  USES  OF  THE  PROJECT  SITE 

20  CONSIST  OF  AN  INACTIVE  OPEN  PIT  MINE,  TAILINGS  PILES  AND 

21  PONDS,  NATURAL  OPEN  SPACE,  AND  A  FEW  INDUSTRIAL  AND  OFFICE 

22  BUILDINGS  REMAINING  FROM  THE  ORIGINAL  MINING  OPERATIONS. 

23  SURROUNDING  LAND  USES  CONSIST  OF  MOSTLY  VACANT 

24  LANDS  TO  THE  WEST,  TO  THE  NORTH,  AND  TO  THE  EAST.   MORE 

25  SPECIFICALLY,  THE  JOSHUA  TREE  NATIONAL  MONUMENT  AND  OTHER 

26  KAISER  LANDHOLDINGS,  INCLUDING  THE  CENTRAL  PIT  AND  THE 
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BLACK  EAGLE  PIT,  LIE  TO  THE  WEST  AND  TO  THE  NORTH. 

A  PORTION  OF  THE  METROPOLITAN  WATER  DISTRICT'S 
COLORADO  RIVER  AQUEDUCT  IS  LOCATED  EAST  OF  THE  PROJECT 

SITE. 

LAND  USES  TO  THE  SOUTH  INCLUDE  THE  EAGLE 
MOUNTAIN  TOWNSITE,  WHICH  CURRENTLY  INCLUDES  AN  OPERATING 
FIRE  STATION,  A  CORRECTIONAL  FACILITY,  TWO  SCHOOLS,  ONE  OF 
WHICH  IS  CURRENTLY  BEING  USED,  AND  NUMEROUS  SINGLE-FAMILY 
RESIDENCES,  MOST  OF  WHICH  ARE  CURRENTLY  VACANT. 

APPROXIMATELY  98  PERCENT  OF  THE  PROJECT  SITE  IS 
CURRENTLY  ZONED  M-R-A,  WHICH  IS  DEFINED  AS  "MINERAL 

12  RESOURCES  AND  RELATED  MANUFACTURING."  THE  REMAINING 

13  ACREAGE  IS  ZONED  W-2,  WHICH  IS  DEFINED  AS  "CONTROLLED 

14  DEVELOPMENT  AREAS." 

15  SURROUNDING  ZONING  —  OR,  EXCUSE  ME,  SURROUNDING 

16  PROPERTIES  ARE  ZONED  M-R-A  TO  THE  NORTH  AND  TO  THE 

17  NORTHWEST.   N-A  ZONING  LIES  TO  THE  SOUTH  AND  TO  THE 

18  SOUTHWEST,  AS  WELL  AS  TO  THE  EAST.   N-A  ZONING  IS  DEFINED 

19  AS  "NATURAL  ASSETS." 

20  THE  TOWNSITE  IS  LOCATED  TO  THE  SOUTH  AND  IS 

21  ZONED  W-2,  WITH  EIGHT  SMALL  PARCELS  CURRENTLY  ZONED 

22  C-l/C-P.   THAT  WAS  PART  OF  THE  ORIGINAL  COMMERCIAL 

23  DEVELOPMENT  FOR  THE  TOWNSITE.   AND  CURRENTLY  THERE  IS  NO 
2H  COMMERCIAL  USES  IN  OPERATION  AT  THE  SITE. 

25  IT'S  IMPORTANT  TO  TAKE  A  MOMENT  AT  THIS  POINT  TO 

26  EXPLAIN  THE  ROLES  OF  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  AND  THE  B.L.M.  WITH 


COURT  REPORTERS  OF  PALM  SPRINGS 


■-■•■■■-■-■-■•■■■■■■-■  :<vwiiie»Msaaxix*e08&t&xt*eaa!SSB6BBSt 


DOCUMENT  0102 


10 


1 
2 
3 
(f 

5 
6 
7 
8 
2 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
IS 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
2<* 
25 
26 


REGARD   TO   THE   E.I.S.    --   EXCUSE   ME.    THE   E . I . R . /£ . I . S . ,    AND 
THE   VARIOUS   APPLICATIONS   WHICH   HAVE   BEEN   FILED   WITH   EACH 
OF  THE  AGENCIES,    AS  WELL  AS  THE   INTERACTION  BETWEEN  THESE 
TWO   PARTICULAR   AGENCIES. 

CONCURRENT  WITH   THE  APPLICATIONS   FILED   WITH 
THE   --   RIVERSIDE   COUNTY,    APPLICATION   WAS   FILED   WITH   THE 
B.L.N.    WHICH    PROPOSED  A   RIGHT-OF-WAY  AND   LAND   EXCHANGE 
BETWEEN  THE  B.L.M.    AND   KAISER   STEEL  RESOURCES, 
INCORPORATED.      THE   EXCHANGE   PROPOSED  TO  TRANSFER   B.L.M. 
LANDS   TO   KAISER   WITHIN   THE   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN   AREA,    BASICALLY 
THE  AREA   INDICATED   HERE   IN   GREEN,    IN   EXCHANGE   FOR   LANDS 
THAT   KAISER   OWNS    IN   THE   VICINITY   OF  THE   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN 
RAILROAD,    AS    INDICATED   HERE   IN   YELLOW. 

THE   APPLICATION   ALSO    INCLUDED  A   PROPOSAL  TO 
GRANT  A   NEW   FEDERAL   --   EXCUSE   ME,    A   FEDERAL   LAND   POLICY 
AND   MANAGEMENT  ACT   RIGHT-OF-WAY  TO  THE   ENTIRE   LENGTH   OF 
THE   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN   RIGHT-OF-WAY   —   EXCUSE  ME,    THE   EAGLE 
MOUNTAIN   RAILROAD,    THE   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN   ROAD,    AND  THE 
PROPOSED   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN   ROAD   EXTENSION. 

THE   SPECIFIC    PLAN   AND  THE   OTHER   COUNTY   —   OTHER 
RELATED   COUNTY   APPLICATIONS   COVER   AN   AREA  WHICH    IS 
SOMEWHAT  DIFFERENT  THAN   THE  AREA   UNDER   CONSIDERATION   BY 

THE  B.L.M. 

AS   INDICATED  ON  THIS   EXHIBIT  HERE,    THE  YELLOW   IS 
THE  AREA  WHICH    IS   CURRENTLY  UNDER   KAISER   OWNERSHIP.      THE 
BLUE   AREA   IS   THE   AREA  WHICH   IS   PROPOSED  TO   BE   EXCHANGED 
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WITH   THE   B.L.M.      IT'S   CURRENTLY   UNDER   THEIR   OWNERSHIP. 
THE   AREA   SHOWN   WITH   THE   RED   HIGHLIGHT   IS   THE  AREA   OF  THE 
ACTUAL   SPECIFIC    PLAN.      SO   THIS   EXHIBIT   CLEARLY   SHOWS    IN 
FACT  THAT  THERE    IS   AREAS   THAT  THE   B.L.M.    HAS   CONCERNS   WITH 
THAT   IS   NOT  ACTUALLY   UNDER   COUNTY   CONTROL  AT  THIS   POINT. 
PRIOR  TO   ANY   FINAL   ACTION   BY  THE   COUNTY,    THE 

7  PROPOSED   LAND   EXCHANGE   BETWEEN   THE   B.L.M.    AND   KAISER   WILL 

8  HAVE  TO   BE   COMPLETED,    SINCE   THE   COUNTY   HAS   NO   JURISDICTION 

9  OVER  THE   LAND   CURRENTLY  OWNED   BY   THE   B.L.M. 

10  TO   BETTER   UNDERSTAND  THE   FEDERAL   ROLE   IN  THIS 

11  ENTIRE   PROCESS   AND   THE   STATUS   OF  THE   PROJECT  RELATIVE   TO 

12  THAT   PROCESS,    STAFF   HAS   PREPARED   THIS   TABLE   WHICH 

13  INDICATES  THE   NATIONAL   ENVIRONMENTAL   PROTECTION   —   EXCUSE 

14  ME,    NATIONAL   ENVIRONMENTAL   POLICY  ACT   PROCEDURE   FOR  AN 

15  E.I.S. 

16  CURRENTLY,    THE   B.L.M.,    ALONG   WITH   THE   COUNTY,    IS 

17  AWAITING   THE   CLOSE   OF  THE   DRAFT   E. I. R. /E.I.S.    COMMENT 

18  PERIOD,    AT  WHICH   POINT   IN  TIME   THE   E.I.R.    CONSULTANT   WILL 

19  BE   PREPARING   RESPONSE   TO   COMMENTS   FOR   THEIR   SUBMITTAL  TO 

20  THE   B.L.M.,    AS   WELL  AS   THE   COUNTY,    FOR   REVIEW.       . 

21  AS   PREVIOUSLY   STATED,    THE   APPLICATION   CONSISTS 

22  OF   FIVE   ~   EXCUSE   ME.      THE   APPLICANT   HAS    FILED   FIVE 

23  SEPARATE   APPLICATIONS   WITH   THE   COUNTY,    AND   THESE 

24  APPLICATIONS   ARE   PROPOSING   THE   FOLLOWING: 

25  THE   COMPREHENSIVE   GENERAL   PLAN   AMENDMENT 

26  PROPOSES   TO   AMEND  THE   EXISTING   GENERAL   PLAN'S   OPEN   SPACE 
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1  AND  CONSERVATION  MAP  DESIGNATION  FOR  THE  PROJECT  SITE  FROM 

2  "AREAS  NOT  DESIGNATED  AS  OPEN  SPACE,"  "MINERAL  RESOURCES, " 

3  "DESERT  AREAS,"  AND  "MOUNTAINOUS  AREAS,"  TO  A  "SPECIFIC 

4  PLAN"  DESIGNATION. 

5  THE  EXISTING  GENERAL  PLAN  DESIGNATIONS, 

6  ACREAGES,  AND  PERCENTAGE  BREAKDOWNS  ARE  SHOWN  ON  THE 

7  EXHIBIT  HERE  BEFORE  YOU. 

8  THE  SPECIFIC  PLAN  PROPOSES  TO  DEVELOP  A 

9  CLASS  III  LANDFILL,  WHICH  PROPOSES  TO  ACCEPT  A  MAXIMUM 

10  INFLOW  OF  20,000  TONS  OF  NON-HAZARDOUS  MUNICIPAL  SOLID 

11  WASTE  PER  DAY,  OF  WHICH  16,000  TONS  WILL  BE  SHIPPED  BY 

12  RAIL,  AND  4,000  TONS  WILL  BE  DELIVERED  BY  TRUCK.   THE 

13  LANDFILL  HAS  AN  ANTICIPATED  LIFESPAN  OF  115  YEARS. 

14  THE  SPECIFIC  PLAN  PROPOSES  TO  DIVIDE  THE  PROJECT 

15  SITE  INTO  SIX  SEPARATE  PLANNING  AREAS.   THE  EXHIBIT  IN 

16  FRONT  OF  YOU  SHOWS  HOW  THE  PROJECT  IS  BREAKING  DOWN  THOSE 

17  PLANNING  AREAS  BASED  ON  ACREAGE  AND  PERCENTAGES. 

18  BECAUSE  OF  THE  COMPLEXITY  OF  THE  PROJECT,  AND 

19  SINCE  THE  E . I . R . /£. I . S .  COMMENT  PERIOD  IS  NOT  YET  CLOSED, 

20  STAFF  HAS  NOT  FINISHED  PREPARING  CONDITIONS  OF  APPROVAL. 

21  ALSO,  STAFF  HAS  RECEIVED  COMMENTS  FROM  COUNTY 

22  COUNSEL  WHICH  STATES  THAT  THE  SPECIFIC  PLAN  ZONING 

23  ORDINANCE  IS  STILL  IN  DRAFT  FORM,  AND,  THEREFORE,  THE  — 

24  THERE  IS  NO  ZONING  ORDINANCE  AVAILABLE  FOR  TODAY'S 

25  HEARING. 

26  FURTHERMORE,  NEGOTIATIONS  ARE  UNDERWAY  WITH 
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THE  —  WITH  REGARDS  TO  THE  FINAL  FORMAT  OF  THE  DEVELOPMENT 
AGREEMENT.   AGAIN,  HOWEVER,  COPIES  OF  THAT  LATEST  DRAFT 
HAVE  BEEN  INCLUDED  IN  THE  SUPPLEMENTAL  INFORMATION 

PACKAGE. 

I  WANT  TO  TAKE  JUST  A  MOMENT  HERE  TO  GO  OVER  THE 
HISTORY  OF  THE  PROJECT  SITE.   IN  1944,  KAISER  STEEL 
CORPORATION  ACQUIRED  THE  PATENTED  MINING  CLAIMS  IN  THE 
NORTHERN  PORTIONS  OF  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN,  AND  BEGAN  SHIPPING 
ORE  IN  1948.   THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  MINE  WAS  OPERATED 
CONTINUOUSLY  FOR  35  YEARS,  UNTIL  MINING  OPERATIONS  CEASED 
IN  1982  WHEN  THE  COMPANY  WENT  BANKRUPT. 

FROM  1948  TO  1982,  NEARLY  ONE  BILLION  TONS  OF 
MATERIAL  WERE  REMOVED  FROM  THE  THREE  LARGE  OPEN  PITS,  AND 
ONLY  113  MILLION  OF  IRON  ORE  —  113  MILLION  TONS  OF  IRON 
ORE  CONCENTRATE  WERE  SHIPPED  FROM  THE  SITE.   THEREFORE, 
APPROXIMATELY  712  MILLION  TONS  OF  OVERBURDEN  AND 
APPROXIMATELY  114  MILLION  TONS  OF  TAILINGS  HAVE  BEEN 
DEPOSITED  IN  AND  AROUND  THE  THREE  PITS. 

THE  PITS  THEMSELVES  ARE  APPROXIMATELY  ONE  TO  TWO 
MILES  IN  LENGTH.  THE  EAST  PIT  IS  APPROXIMATELY  2,000  FEET 
WIDE  AND  DEPTHS  RANGE  FROM  400  TO  800  FEET. 

ADDITIONALLY,  SIX  ADDITIONAL  —  EXCUSE  ME. 
ADDITIONALLY,  SIX  FINE  TAILING  SETTLING  PONDS  WERE 
CONSTRUCTED  AS  PART  OF  THE  MINING  OPERATION  AND  COVER 
APPROXIMATELY  700  ACRES.   FOUR  OF  THE  PONDS  HAVE  BEEN 
FILLED  DURING  THE  YEARS  OF  OPERATION.   THE  WALLS  OF  THESE 
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1  PONDS  RANGE  UP  TO  80  VERTICAL  FEET. 

2  IN  1975,  CALIFORNIA  PASSED  THE  SURFACE  MINING 

3  AND  RECLAMATION  ACT,  AND  ON  AUGUST  9TH,  1977  THE  RIVERSIDE 
H  COUNTY  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  ADOPTED  COUNTY  ORDINANCE 

5  NO.  555,  WHICH  IMPLEMENTED  THAT  ACT.   THAT  ACT  REQUIRED 

6  THAT  A  RECLAMATION  PLAN  BE  FILED  FOR  MINING  OPERATIONS 

7  CONDUCTED  AFTER  JANUARY  1ST,  1976. 

8  ON  AUGUST  18TH,  1980,  THE  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY 

9  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT  DETERMINED,  PURSUANT  TO  COUNTY 

10  ORDINANCE  NO.  555,  THAT  NO  SURFACE  MINING  PERMIT  WAS 

11  REQUIRED  FOR  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  MINE,  AND  THAT  THE 

12  RECLAMATION  PLAN,  WHICH  WAS  SUBMITTED  TO  THE  PLANNING 

13  DEPARTMENT,  MET  THE  REQUIREMENTS  OF  THE  LAW  AT  THAT  TIME, 

14  AND  NO  FURTHER  ACTION  WAS  REQUIRED. 

15  THE  ADOPTED  RECLAMATION  PLAN  REQUIRED  THAT 

16  THE  —  AT  THE  COMPLETION  OF  MINING  ACTIVITIES,  THAT  ALL 

17  MINING  —  EXCUSE  ME,  THAT  ALL  MACHINERY,  SHOP  AND  PLANT 

18  SUPERSTRUCTURE  AND  EXPOSED  UTILITY  LINES  AND  ALL  VISIBLE 

19  MAN-MADE  MATERIALS  AND  SCRAP  WERE  TO  BE  REMOVED  FROM  THE 

20  SITE.   THE  CONCRETE  FOUNDATIONS  WERE  TO  BE  BACKFILLED  AND 

21  LEVELED  WITH  A  MINIMUM  OF  ONE  FOOT  OF  GRAVEL.   PIT  BENCH 

22  SLOPES  WOULD  BE  ALLOWED  TO  WEATHER  TO  THEIR  NATURAL  ANGLE 

23  OF  REPOSE,  AND  ROCK  WASTE  DUMPS  AND  TAILING  PILES  WERE  TO 

24  REMAIN  AT  THEIR  NATURAL  ANGLE  OF  REPOSE. 

25  THE  RECLAMATION  PLAN  DID  DISCUSS,  HOWEVER,  THE 

26  POSSIBILITY  OF  BACKFILLING  PORTIONS  OF  THE  PIT.   HOWEVER, 
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1  ONLY  A  LIMITED  AMOUNT  OF  THIS  EVER  DID  OCCUR. 

2  BASED  ON  THE  REQUIREMENTS  OF  THE  EXISTING 

3  RECLAMATION  PLAN,  THE  PROPERTY  OWNER  HAS  COMPLETED 

H  VIRTUALLY  ALL  OF  THE  NECESSARY  RECLAMATION  MEASURES.   WHAT 

5  REMAINS  OF  THE  SUBJECT  SITE  IS  AN  AREA  THAT  HAS  BEEN 

6  •   EXTREMELY  DISTURBED. 

7  THE  EXISTING  SITUATION  WHICH  REMAINS  AT  THE  SITE 

8  HAS  CREATED  A  DISTINCT  DIFFERENCE  BETWEEN  THE 

9  DIFFERENCES  —  EXCUSE  ME,  BETWEEN  THE  DISTURBED  AREAS  OF 

10  THE  MINE  OPERATIONS  AND  THE  MOUNTAIN  FORMATIONS  WHICH 

11  SURROUND  THE  PROJECT  SITE. 

!2  THE  PROPOSED  REVISION  TO  THE  RECLAMATION  PLAN  IS 

13  AN  ATTEMPT  TO  RETURN  THE  EXISTING  TOPOGRAPHIC  FEATURES 

1H  BACK  TOWARDS  A  MORE  NATURAL  STATE.   THE  FINAL  TOPOGRAPHIC 

15  CONFIGURATIONS  WOULD  PRODUCE  A  MUCH  SMOOTHER  TRANSITION 

16  BACK  INTO  THE  MOUNTAIN,  WHICH  LIES  TO  THE  NORTH,  THAN 

17  WHICH  CURRENTLY  EXISTS. 

18  THE  COARSE  TAILING  PILES  TAKEN  FROM  THE  ORE  BODY 

19  ARE  DARKER  IN  COLOR,  SIMILAR  TO  THE  SURFACE  ROCK  OF  THE 

20  UNDISTURBED  AREAS.   IT'S  POSSIBLE,  THROUGH  THE  USE  OF  THIS 

21  AND  SIMILAR  MATERIALS  AS  FINAL  COVER,  A  VISUAL  —  VISUAL 

22  IMPACTS  COULD  BE  REDUCED. 

23  ADDITIONALLY,  HISTORICAL  RECORDS  HAVE  SHOWN  THAT 

24  NATIVE  VEGETATION  CAN  RE-ESTABLISH  ITSELF  IN  A  RELATIVELY 

25  SHORT  PERIOD  OF  TIME  IN  THE  WASTE  ROCK  MATERIAL,  AS 

26  COMPARED  WITH  THE  EXPOSED  BEDROCK. 
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THE  AREAS  COVERED  UNDER  THE  REVISED  RECLAMATION 
PLAN  WOULD  BE  RETURNED  TO  A  MORE  NATURAL  STATE  AND  PROVIDE 
AN  IMPROVED  SOIL  SITUATION  TO  SUPPORT  NATURAL  VEGETATION 
THAN  IS  CURRENTLY  AVAILABLE  THROUGH  THE  SPECIFIC  PLAN  — 
EXCUSE  ME,  THAN  IS  CURRENTLY  AVAILABLE  UNDER  THE  ADOPTED 
RECLAMATION  PLAN. 

AS  MENTIONED  IN  THE  STAFF  REPORT,  THE  DRAT 
E.I.R./E.I.S.  HAS  DETERMINED  THAT  AIR  QUALITY  IMPACTS 
CAUSED  BY  THE  PROJECT  CANNOT  BE  FULLY  MITIGATED,  AND  THAT 
THE  PROJECT  WILL  CAUSE  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACTS  TO  AIR  QUALITY. 
NUMEROUS  MITIGATION  MEASURES  ARE  INCLUDED  TO  REDUCE  THE 
PROJECT'S  IMPACT  ON  AIR  QUALITY.   HOWEVER,  THE  PROJECT 
WILL  STILL  CREATE  A  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACT. 

INFORMATION  PROVIDED  IN  THE  DRAFT  E.I.R./E.I.S. 
ALSO  INDICATES  THAT  BECAUSE  OF  PROPOSED  MITIGATION 
MEASURES,  THE  PROJECT'S  IMPACT  ON  WATER  QUALITY  WILL  NOT 
BE  SIGNIFICANT.   THE  COUNTY  WASTE  MANAGEMENT  DEPARTMENT 
HAS  OBTAINED  THE  SERVICES  OF  AN  OUTSIDE  CONSULTANT  TO 
REVIEW  THE  TECHNICAL  COMPONENTS  OF  THE  PROJECT  ON  THE 
COUNTY'S  BEHALF.   CURRENTLY  THE  CONSULTANT  HAS  PREPARED  AN 
INTERIM  REPORT  OF  FINDINGS,  A  COPY  OF  WHICH  WAS  INCLUDED 
IN  THE  SUPPLEMENT  INFORMATION  PACKAGE.   THE  REPORT  DEALS 
WITH  THE  WATER  QUALITY  ISSUES,  AS  WELL  AS  OTHER  MAJOR 
ISSUES  ABOUT  THE  LANDFILL  DESIGN. 

THROUGHOUT  THE  PREPARATION  OF  THE  DRAFT 
E.I.R./E.I.S.,  AND  DURING  THE  PUBLIC  COMMENT  PERIOD, 
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1  NUMEROUS  AGENCIES  AND  INDIVIDUALS  HAVE  VOICED  CONCERN 

2  ABOUT  THE  TRANSPORTATION  ISSUES  WITH  A  LARGE  AMOUNT  OF 

3  CONCERN  FOCUSING  ON  THE  USE  OF  TRUCKS  FOR  HAULING  HASTE. 
H  PLANNING  STAFF  IS  PROPOSING  THAT  DURING  THE  CONTINUANCE, 

5  STAFF  HILL  ANALYZE  THE  RAIL  ACCESS  ONLY  ALTERNATIVE 

6  DISCUSSED  IN  THE  E.I.R.  TO  MORE  DETAIL. 

7  THE  ISSUE  OF  THE  METHOD  OF  TRANSPORTING  HASTE  IS 

8  PART  OF  A  LARGER  ISSUE,  AND  THAT  IS,  SHOULD  RIVERSIDE 

9  COUNTY  ACCEPT  HASTE  FROM  OTHER  JURISDICTIONS? 

10  THE  DRAFT  E . I . R. /E. I . S .  INDICATES  THAT  THE 

11  PROBLEM  —  THAT  THE  PROJECT  IS  A  POSSIBLE  METHOD  OF 

12  REDUCING  A  GROHING  REGIONAL  PROBLEM.   WHILE  STAFF  AGREES 

13  THAT  THE  ISSUE  NEEDS  TO  BE  ADDRESSED,  STAFF  RECOGNIZES 

14  THAT  THE  ISSUES,  SUCH  AS  THESE,  HILL  HAVE  TO  BE  DEALT  WITH 

15  BY  THE  PLANNING  COMMISSION  AND  EVENTUALLY  BY  THE  BOARD  OF 

16  SUPERVISORS. 

17  STAFF  HOULD  LIKE  TO  MAKE  ONE  FINAL  COMMENT. 

18  STAFF  HAS  RECEIVED  186  POSTCARDS  FROM  KAISER  RETIREES, 

19  STATING  THAT  THEY  SUPPORT  THE  PROJECT.   UNFORTUNATELY,  I 

20  DIDN'T  HAVE  TIME  TO  INCLUDE  THOSE  IN  THE  SUPPLEMENTAL 

21  PACKAGE. 

22  BECAUSE  OF  THE  LARGE  NUMBER  OF  ISSUES  HHICH  ARE 

23  UNRESOLVED  AT  THIS  TIME,  AND  SINCE  THE  COMMENT  PERIOD  IFOR 

24  THE  DRAFT  E.I. R./E. I . S.  HAS  NOT  YET  CLOSED,  STAFF 

25  RECOMMENDS  A  CONTINUANCE  OF  ALL  FIVE  CASES. 

26  THAT  CONCLUDES  STAFF'S  PRESENTATION.   NOW  I 
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WOULD  LIKE  TO  TURN  OVER  THE  PRESENTATION  TO  THE  COUNTY 
WASTE  MANAGEMENT  DEPARTMENT. 

CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   DAVID,  BEFORE  YOU  DO  THAT,  SO  WE'LL 
ALL  BE  CLEAR,  DOES  THAT  MEAN  THAT  THE  COMMENT  PERIOD  FOR 
THE  E.I.S./E.I.R.  IS  STILL  OPEN? 

MR.  MARES:   THAT'S  CORRECT.   IT  GOES  UNTIL  SEPTEMBER 

24TH. 

CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   DOES  THAT  MEAN  THE  COMMENTS 
TODAY  —  THE  TESTIMONY  TODAY  WILL  BE  INCLUDED  IN  THAT? 

MR.  MARES:   CORRECT. 

CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   ANY  OTHER  QUESTIONS? 

MS.  VALDEZ:   NOT  AT  THIS  TIME. 

MR.  SHEAR:   MR.  CHAIRMAN,  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMISSION, 
MY  NAME  IS  MICHAEL  SHEAR  (PHONETIC),  I'M  HERE  REPRESENTING 
THE  COUNTY  OF  WASTE  MANAGEMENT  DEPARTMENT. 

IT  WAS  RECOGNIZED  EARLY  ON  THAT  THIS  WAS  GOING 
TO  BE  A  VERY  COMPLEX  PROJECT  TO  DEAL  WITH  FROM  OUR 
PERSPECTIVE,  AND  FOR  THAT  REASON,  ARRANGEMENTS  WERE  MADE 
TO  CONTRACT  WITH  A  CONSULTING  FIRM  WITH  THE  EXPERTISE  TO 
HELP  US  REVIEW  A  PROJECT  OF  THIS  MAGNITUDE.   THOSE 
COMMENTS  HAD  BEEN  FORWARDED  TO  OUR  DEPARTMENT  JUST  A  FEW 
DAYS  AGO,  AND  AS  EARLY  AS  A  COUPLE  OF  DAYS  AGO  WE 
SUBMITTED  THE  FINAL  FINDINGS  TO  MR.  RICHARDS  OF  THE 
PLANNING  DEPARTMENT,  AND  ALSO  TO  THE  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 
AND  THE  ADMINISTRATIVE  OFFICE.   THE  COMMENTS  THAT  CAME 
BACK  ARE  IN  THE  REPORT  OF  APPROXIMATELY  35  PAGES. 
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1  NOW,  TO  SUMMARIZE  THE  FINDINGS  OF  THAT  REPORT,  I 

2  WOULD  LIKE  TO  INTRODUCE  MR.  JON  BRUTON  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  — 

3  I'M  SORRY,  OF  CONVERSE  ENGINEERING,  WHO  WILL  GO  OVER  THE 

4  HIGHLIGHTS  OF  THAT  REPORT.   WE  DON'T  INTEND  TODAY  TO  GET 

5  INTO  TECHNICAL  MATTERS.   IN  FAIRNESS,  THE  PROPONENTS  HAVE 

6  NOT  —  THEY'RE  JUST  IN  RECEIPT  OF  THIS  REPORT  AS  OF 

7  YESTERDAY.   SO  WE'LL  GO  OVER  THE  HIGHLIGHTS.   WE  ARE  GOING 

8  TO  BE  AVAILABLE  AT  FUTURE  HEARINGS  TO  GO  INTO  MORE  DETAIL 

9  AND  DISCUSSION. 

10  SO  AT  THIS  TIME  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  INTRODUCE  JON 

11  BRUTON. 

12  MR.  BRUTON:   MY  NAME  IS  JON  BRUTON  WITH  CONVERSE 

13  ENVIRONMENTAL  WEST.   WE  WERE  RETAINED  BY  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY 

14  TO  REVIEW  THE  DRAFT  E.I.R./E.I.S. 

15  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   CAN  YOU  FOLKS  HEAR  HIM  ALL  RIGHT? 

16  YOU  NEED  TO  STEP  UP  CLOSER  TO  THE  MIKE. 

17  MR.  BRUTON:   THE  AREAS  THAT  WE  WERE  PARTICULARLY 

18  REQUESTED  TO  REVIEW  OF  THE  DRAFT  E.I.R./E.I.S.  WERE  THE 

19  ESSENTIAL  LANDFILL  DESIGN  SECTION,  THE  WATER  QUALITY  AND 

20  USE  SECTIONS,  THE  LANDFILL  GAS  AND  CONDENSATE,  AIR 

21  QUALITY,  NOISE,  DRAINAGE,  AND  FLOODING,  AND  THE  PUBLIC  AND 

22  WORKERS'  SAFETY  SECTIONS  OF  THAT  REPORT. 
CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   JON,  LET  ME  INTERRUPT  JUST  A 

MOMENT.   WHY  DON'T  YOU  PULL  THAT  MIKE  DOWN  AS  CLOSE  AS  YOU 
CAN.   WE  NEED  THE  SPELLING  OF  YOUR  NAME. 
26  MR.  BRUTON:   BRUTON,  BRUTON. 
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CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THANK  YOU. 

MR.  BRUTON:   IN  REVIEW  OF  THAT  DOCUMENT,  WE  FOUND  IT 
TO  ACTUALLY  BE  A  VERY  WELL  CONCEIVED  DOCUMENT,  AND  WE  DID 
COME  UP  WITH  ABOUT  35  PAGES  OF  COMMENTS  RELATED  TO  THOSE 
AREAS  THAT  I  SIMPLY  OUTLINED. 

MOST  OF  THOSE  COMMENT,  I  BELIEVE,  ARE  RELATED  TO 
REQUESTING  MORE  INFORMATION  AND  ASKING  FOR  ADDITIONAL 
CLARIFICATION  OF  ITEMS. 

ONE  THING  I'D  LIKE  TO  POINT  OUT  AS  YOU  GO 
THROUGH  THOSE  COMMENTS  THAT  WE  HAVE  MADE  AVAILABLE  TO  YOU 
TODAY,  IS  THAT  WE  ARE  ACTUALLY  AWARE  THAT  MINE  RECLAMATION 
CORPORATION  IS  PROCEEDING  WITH  DOING  SOME  OF  THE  WORK  THAT 
WE  HAVE  COMMENTED  ON.   HOWEVER,  WE  DID  RESTRICT  OUR 
COMMENTS  REALLY  SPECIFICALLY  TO  THE  WRITTEN  DOCUMENTATION 

THAT  WE  HAD. 

I  GUESS  TO  REITERATE  THAT,  MANY  OF  THE  COMMENTS 
WE  DO  HAVE  AND  HAVE  TAKEN  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  COMMENT  ON, 
I  BELIEVE  WILL  BE  ADDRESSED  IN  ADDITIONAL  SUBMITTALS  THAT 
MINE  RECLAMATION  CORPORATION  WILL  BE  MAKING  TO  THE 
REGIONAL  WATER  QUALITY  CONTROL  BOARD. 

THE  OVERALL  DESIGN,  I  GUESS  ISSUES  THAT  I  WOULD 
JUST  LIKE  TO  MENTION,  IS  THERE'S  QUESTIONS  THAT  WE  HAVE 
REGARDING  THE  LANDFILL  LINER,  ASKING  FOR  ADDITIONAL  BACKUP 
ON  WHAT  WENT  INTO  THE  ANALYSIS  FOR  THAT  LINER,  AND  REALLY 
FURTHER  EXPLANATION  OF  WHAT  WORK  WILL  BE  PERFORMED  DURING 
THE  PRELIMINARY  DESIGN  PHASE  TO  BACK  UP  THAT  DESIGN. 


COURT  REPORTERS  OF  PALM  SPRINGS 


DOCUMENT  0102 


21 


AND  THAT'S  REALLY  —  MANY  OF  THE  COMMENTS  WE  HAD 

2  HAT  NATURE. 

3  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   ANY  QUESTIONS? 
MS.  VALDEZ:   DID  YOU  HAVE  ANY  MAJOR  CONCERNS  IN 

EITHER  OF  THE  OTHER  AREAS  THAT  YOU  MENTIONED? 

MR.  BRUTON:   HELL,  THE  LANDFILL  GAS  CONDENSATE  IS  AN 
ISSUE  THAT  WE  BELIEVE  NEEDS  TO  BE  LOOKED  AT  FURTHER; 

8  PRIMARILY,  LANDFILL  GAS,  LANDFILL  GAS  CONTROL  AND  WATER 

9  DRAIN  ON  THE  SITE. 

10  NOW,  THAT  IS  ONE  AREA  WHERE  WE  WERE  PROVIDED 

11  WITH  THE  DRAFT  E. I . R./E. I .S.  AND  COMMENTED  ON  THAT 

12  DOCUMENT.   HOWEVER,  I  BELIEVE  THAT  MINE  RECLAMATION  CORP. 

13  HAS  PROCEEDED  WITH  ADDITIONAL  WORK  IN  THAT  AREA,  AND 

14  EVALUATION,  THAT  WE  DO  NOT  HAVE  AVAILABLE  TO  US  AT  THIS 

15  TIME. 

16  SO  MANY  OF  THE  COMMENTS  THAT  WE  HAVE  MADE  MAY 

17  HAVE  ALREADY  BEEN  ADDRESSED  IN  SOME  FORM  BY  NOW. 

18  MS.  VALDEZ:   WELL,  I  HAVE  NOT  HAD  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO 

19  READ  YOUR  REPORT,  ALTHOUGH  I  HAVE  READ  SO  MANY  DOCUMENTS 

20  LATELY.   AT  OUR  NEXT  HEARING  I  THINK  WE  WILL  HAVE  MORE 

21  SPECIFIC  QUESTIONS  OF  YOU. 

22  IN  THE  MEANTIME,  IT'S  —  WE'RE  IN  THE  PROCESS 
HERE  OF  HAVING  A  LOT  OF  INFORMATION,  SO  I  THINK  WE'LL  HAVE 

24       THE  APPLICANT  HAVE  AN  OPPORTUNITY  TO  PROVIDE  US  WITH  A 
PRESENTATION  OF  THE  PROJECT.   BUT  ~  I  WILL  SAVE  THE 
MAJORITY  OF  MY  QUESTIONS  FOR  THE  NEXT  HEARING. 
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MR.  BRUTON:  WE  HAVE  ACTUALLY  ASSUMED  DURING  —  IN 
THE  SUBSEQUENT  HEARINGS,  THAT  WE  WOULD  COME  WITH  ALL  OF 
THE  PEOPLE  REALLY  THAT  PREPARED  THE  DIFFERENT  SECTIONS  OF 

4  THE  REPORT  AND  BE  ABLE  TO  RESPOND  TO  YOUR  SPECIFIC 

5  QUESTIONS  AFTER  YOU'VE  HAD  A  CHANCE  TO  LOOK  AT  IT. 

6  -        MS.  VALDE2:   GOOD. 

7  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   YOUR  REPORT  IS  PART  OF  WHAT  WE 

8  RECEIVED  TODAY  THEN? 

9  MR.  BRUTON:   AS  I  UNDERSTAND  IT,  YEAH. 

10  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   OKAY,  THANK  YOU. 

11  WHO  DO  WE  HAVE  NEXT? 

12  MR.  MARES:   I  BELIEVE  THAT  CONCLUDES  STAFF'S 

13  PRESENTATION  AT  THIS  POINT. 

14  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   DOES  THE  APPLICANT  THEN  HAVE  A 

15  FORMAL  PRESENTATION  TO  START  THIS? 

16  MR.  KOVALL:   MR.  CHAIRMAN,  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMISSION, 

17  THANK  YOU.   MY  NAME  IS  GARY  KOVALL.   I  AM  VICE  PRESIDENT 

18  OF  MINE  RECLAMATION  CORPORATION,  WHO  IS,  OF  COURSE,  THE 

19  DEVELOPER  OF  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  PROJECT. 

20  IN  JUST  A  FEW  MOMENTS  I  AM  GOING  TO  INTRODUCE 

21  OUR  TECHNICAL  DIRECTOR  WHO  WILL  GIVE  YOU  A  FAIRLY 

22  THOROUGH,  WE  HOPE,  PRESENTATION  ON  THE  ELEMENTS  OF  THE 

23  PROJECT.   WE  HAVE  WITH  US  TODAY,  AS  WELL,  A  NUMBER  OF  OUR 

24  TECHNICAL  EXPERTS,  CONSULTANTS  THAT  HAVE  WORKED  ON  THE 

25  VARIOUS  ASPECTS  OF  THIS  PROJECT,  WHO  WILL  BE  AVAILABLE  TO 

26  ANSWER  QUESTIONS,  SHOULD  YOU  HAVE  ANY. 
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1  AT   FIRST   I'D   LIKE   TO   PUT  THIS    PROJECT   A   LITTLE 

2  BIT   IN   A   SETTING,    AND  THEN   TRY  TO   BRING    IT  DOWN   HOME   TO 

3  WHERE  WE  ARE  HERE. 

4  MINE   RECLAMATION   CORPORATION   WAS    FORMED    IN   1982 

5  WITH   THE   SOLE   PURPOSE   OF  DEVELOPING   THE   THEN   OPERATING 

6  MINE  AT   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN   INTO   A   REGIONAL   WASTE   BY   RAIL, 

7  SOLID   WASTE   BY   RAIL   PROJECT.      MUCH   OF   YOU   KNOW,    I'M   SURE, 

8  OF  THE   UNFORTUNATE   OCCURRENCES   THAT   HAPPENED   TO   KAISER 

9  STEEL,    AND   DURING   MUCH   OF  THE  MID    '80'S,    KAISER   WAS   NOT   IN 

10  BUSINESS   TO   DEVELOP  THIS   PROJECT  OR  ANY   OTHER   PROJECT. 

11  WE   WERE   PLEASED   THAT  THE   COMPANY  BEGAN   A 

12  REORGANIZATION   PROCESS    IN  THE   LATE    '80'S,    CONSUMMATED    IN   A 

13  COURT  DECISION   OF   REORGAINZATION    IN   LATE   1988,    AT  WHICH 

14  TIME  WE   ENTERED    INTO   A  100-YEAR   LEASE   AGREEMENT  WITH 

15  KAISER   FOR  THE   SITE  THAT  YOU'VE   SEEN   AND   WILL   SEE   MORE   OF 

16  TODAY,    AS   WELL   AS   THE   52-MILE   PRIVATE   RAILROAD  THAT 

17  CONNECTS   THIS   SITE  TO   THE   SOUTHERN   PACIFIC   MAIN   LINE. 

18  OUR   HISTORY   IS   CLEAR   ON  THIS.      OUR   SOLE   PROJECT, 

19  OUR   SOLE   PURPOSE,    IS   THE   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN   WASTE   BY   RAIL 

20  PROJECT.      OUR   EMPLOYEES   WILL   LIVE   HERE,    IN   THIS   DESERT, 

21  DESERT   CENTER.      THIS    IS   WHAT  WE   ARE   ALL   ABOUT.      THIS    IS 

22  WHAT  WE   ARE   TRYING   TO   ACHIEVE.      WE   HAVE   NO   OTHER   PROJECT 

23  THAT  WE   ARE   DEVELOPING   OR   WORKING   ON. 

24  THIS    PROJECT   IS   A   REGIONAL   PROJECT.      IT   IS 

25  DESIGNED  TO   ADDRESS   A   REGIONAL   PROBLEM    IN   SOUTHERN 

26  CALIFORNIA.      WE   UNDERSTAND   THAT.      THAT   IS,    PERHAPS, 
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PRECISELY  WHY  IT  IS  AS  CONTROVERSIAL  AS  IT  IS. 

WE  LOOK  AT  AN  AREA  IN  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  — 
YOU'LL  SEE  SOME  FACTS  AND  FIGURES  ON  IT  IN  A  LITTLE 
WHILE  —  WHERE  POPULATION  IS  BOOMING.   AND  WITH  THAT  COMES 
NEW  DEVELOPMENTS,  NEEDS  FOR  HOUSING,  JOBS,  ALL  OF  WHICH 
RESULTS  IN  THE  GENERATION  OF  SOLID  WASTE. 

IN  1989/1990  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  ENACTED 
ASSEMBLY  BILL  939,  THE  SO-CALLED  INTERIM  WASTE  MANAGEMENT 
ACT,  WHICH  CALLS  FOR,  NUMBER  ONE,  A  NEW  LOOK  AT  THE  WAY  WE 
HANDLE  SOLID  WASTE,  BUT  MORE  IMPORTANTLY  DRAMATIC  AND 
TOUGH  RECYCLING  GOALS. 

EVEN  IF  WE  ARE  SUCCESSFUL  IN  MEETING  THOSE  GOALS 
UNDER  AB-939  AS  A  SOCIETY,  THE  WAY  STREAM  THAT  NEEDS  TO  GO 
TO  SECURE  DISPOSAL  WILL  NOT  APPRECIABLY  DIMINISH  IN  THE 
FORESEEABLE  FUTURE.   THOSE  ARE  THE  FINDINGS  OF  THE 
GOVERNMENT  BODIES  INVOLVED,  NOT  MINE  RECLAMATION 
CORPORATION. 

WE  ARE  GOING  TO  NEED  WAYS  TO  REDUCE  WASTE,  TO 
ENHANCE  OUR  RECYCLING  AND  REUSE,  TO  TRANSPORT  SAFELY, 
EFFECTIVELY,  AND  IN  AN  AIR  QUALITY  EFFECTIVE  MANNER  AS 
WELL,  AND  TO  DISPOSE  OF  IN  A  SECURE  AND  ENVIRONMENTALLY 
SAFE  MANNER. 

WE  THINK  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  PROJECT  PROVIDES 
PART  OF  THE  ANSWER  TO  THAT  DILEMMA  THAT  WE  ARE  FACING  HERE 
IN  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA.   WE  ARE  CONFIDENT  THAT  THE  SITE 
WILL  PROTECT  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  IT  WILL  RESULT  IN 
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TANGIBLE  AND   SUBSTANTIAL  BENEFITS  TO   RIVERSIDE  COUNTY,    TO 
THE   DESERT   COMMUNITIES,    AND   IN   PARTICULAR   TO   THE   DESERT 
CENTER  AREA    ITSELF.      WE   HOPE   THAT  THAT  HILL   ULTIMATELY   BE 
THE   FINDING   OF   THE   BOARD   OF   SUPERVISORS   AND   THIS   PLANNING 
COMMISSION. 

BEFORE   GOING    INTO   ONE   OTHER   ELEMENT,    I   WANT  TO 

7  THANK   JOE   RICHARDS,    HIS   STAFF,    AND   THE   COUNTLESS   NUMBER   OF 

8  COUNTY  PEOPLE  THAT  WE   HAVE   WORKED   WITH.      THEY   HAVE   BEEN 

9  VERY  HELPFUL   IN   FOCUSING   US    IN   THE   RIGHT  DIRECTION,    AND 

10  VERY   PROFESSIONAL. 

11  AS   YOU   ARE   GOING   TO   GATHER,    YOU   MAY   HAVE   ALREADY 

12  GATHERED,    IT   IS   A  VERY   COMPLEX   PROJECT.      THE   OTHER   SIDE   OF 

13  IT  IS  THE  BUREAU   OF   LAND   MANAGMENT,    WHICH    IS   ALMOST  AS 
1H  COMPLEX   AS    IS   THE   COUNTY   AND   THE   STATE   PROCESS    ITSELF. 

15  ONE   COMMENT  THAT   I   DO   WANT  TO   MAKE   BEFORE 

16  INTRODUCING   OUR  TOT   PRESENTER   WHO   WILL   GO   THROUGH   THE 

17  SLIDE   PRESENTATION,    IS   AN   ELEMENT   OF   THE   PROJECT   WHICH   HAS 

18  UNFORTUNATELY   BECOME   VERY   CONTROVERSIAL.      TWO   YEARS   AGO, 

19  WHEN   WE   BEGAN   WORKING   ON   THE   DETAILS   OF   OUR   RELATIONSHIP 

20  WITH   THE   COUNTY   AND   SCOPED   OUT  THIS   PROJECT,    WE   PUT   IN   A 

21  TRUCK  TRANSPORT   COMPONENT   WHICH   WAS   DESIGNED   TO   BASICALLY 

22  ADDRESS   TWO    ISSUES. 

23  NUMBER   ONE,    WHAT   DO   WE   DO    IF  THE   RAIL   IS 

2H  INTERRUPTED,    EITHER  THE   MAIN   LINE   OR  THE   PRIVATE   RAILROAD? 

25  IT'S   HAPPENED.      IT  DOES   HAPPEN.      WE   NEED  TO   HAVE   —  THE 

26  SOLID  WASTE   STILL   HAS   TO   MOVE  TO   SECURE   DISPOSAL.      THAT 
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1  WAS  THE  FIRST.   IT  HAS  VIEWED  AS  A  VARIANCE  OR  AN 

2  EMERGENCY  OPERATION. 

3  THE  SECOND  COMPONENT  OF  THE  TRUCK  ISSUE,  IN  OUR 

4  MIND,  WAS  SO  THAT  THOSE  COMMUNITIES  THAT  WE  FELT  WERE 

5  GEOGRAPHICALLY  TOO  CLOSE  TO  THE  SITE  FOR  RAIL  HAUL  FROM  A 
G  COST  STANDPOINT  COULD  STILL  UTILIZE  THE  BENEFITS  OF  EAGLE 

7  MOUNTAIN,  IN  PARTICULAR,  THESE  DESERT  COMMUNITIES  AND  PART 

8  OF  WESTERN  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY,  SAN  BERNARDINO  COUNTY.   SO  WE 

9  SCOPED  OUT  THAT  PROPONENT  OF  THE  PROJECT. 

10  I  WANT  TO  JUST  NOTE  FOR  THE  RECORD  THAT  THE 

11  FINDINGS  OF  THE  LEAD  AGENCY,  THE  B.L.M.  AND  THE  PLANNING 

12  STAFF,  WERE  THAT  THOSE  IMPACTS  FROM  THE  TRUCK  TRAFFIC  WERE 

13  NOT  SIGNIFICANT.   THAT'S  NOT  OUR  FINDINGS,  THAT'S  NOT  MINE 

14  RECLAMATION'S  FINDINGS,  THAT  WAS  THE  FINDING  OF  THE 

15  DOCUMENT  ITSELF. 

16  HOWEVER,  HAVING  SAID  THAT,  I  WANT  TO  ANNOUNCE  TO 

17  YOU  TODAY  THAT  WE'RE  GOING  TO  BEGIN  WORKING  WITH  JOE 

18  RICHARDS,  HIS  STAFF,  AND  WE'RE  GOING  TO  SECURE  AN 

19  IMMEDIATE  AND  DRASTIC  REDUCTION  OF  THE  TRUCK  COMPONENT  IN 

20  THIS  PROJECT  IN  AN  ULTIMATE  SUNSET  OF  ALL  TRUCKS  TO  EAGLE 

21  MOUNTAIN  AT  A  TIME  CERTAIN. 

22  I  CANNOT  TELL  YOU  WHAT  THE  NUMBERS  ARE  TODAY,  I 

23  WOULD  ONLY  ASK  YOU  TO  LOOK  AT  THE  RECENT  PROPOSAL  OUT  OF 

24  THE  COACHELLA  VALLEY'S  ASSOCIATION  OF  GOVERNMENTS.   THEY 

25  HAVE  DRAFTED  A  PROPOSAL  THEY'D  LIKE  TO  SEE  AS  A  CONDITION. 

26  I'M  NOT  ENDORSING  THE  NUMBERS  OR  THE  SPECIFICS,  BUT  WE'RE 
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ENDORSING  THE  CONCEPT.   A  LIMITATION  AND  A  SUNSET, 
(INAUDIBLE)  DESERT  COMMUNITIES  WANT  TO  CONTINUE  TO  USE 
TRUCKS. 

WITH  THAT,  I'M  GOING  TO  TURN  THE  PROGRAM  OVER  TO 
ROBERT  COLE.   HE  IS  OUR  TECHNICAL  DIRECTOR.   AND  AT  THE 
END,  I'LL  COME  UP  AND  PROBABLY  INTRODUCE  THE  REST  OF  OUR 
GROUP  FOR  PURPOSES  OF  QUESTIONS.   THANK  YOU  VERY  MUCH. 

BOB? 
MR.  COLE:   I  APPRECIATE  THE  ATTENDANCE  OF  THE 
COMMISSION,  WE  APPRECIATE  YOUR  INDULGENCE,  AND  THE  MANY 
MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMUNITY. 

A  BRIEF  SLIDE  SHOW  THAT  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  PRESENT 
TO  YOU,  WHICH  SHOWS  A  NUMBER  OF  THE  ELEMENTS  OF  THE  EAGLE 
MOUNTAIN  PROJECT,  AND  HOPE  THAT  IN  THIS  PRESENTATION 
EVERYBODY  PRESENT  WILL  GAIN  A  BETTER  UNDERSTANDING  OF  WHAT 
THE  PROJECT  IS  ALL  ABOUT,  AND  SOME  OF  THE  PROJECT'S 
SPECIFICS,  WHICH  MAY  NOT  BE  APPARENT  FROM  SOME  OF  THE 
OTHER  DOCUMENTATION  THAT  HAS  BEEN  PROVIDED. 

AS  GARY  MENTIONED,  MINE  RECLAMATION  CORPORATION 
WAS  FOUNDED  IN  1982.   IT  IS  A  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  BASED 
CORPORATION,  AND  THE  SOLE  BUSINESS  OF  THE  CORPORATION  IS 
TO  DEVELOP  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  PROJECT. 

THE  PROJECT  INCORPORATES  THE  RECOVERY  AND 
MANAGEMENT  OF  RECYCLABLES,  THAT  IS  TO  SAY  ONE  OF  THE 
PRIMARY  GOALS  OF  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  PROJECT  IS  TO  ASSIST 
WASTE  HAULERS,  COUNTIES  AND  OTHER  COMMUNITIES  WITH  THEIR 
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1  MANAGEMENT  ACCORDING  TO  AB-939.   THOSE  MATERIALS  WHICH  ARE 

2  NOT  RECYCLABLE  WILL  BE  HAULED  BY  RAIL  IN  CLOSED  CONTAINERS 

3  OUT  TO  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  FOR  ULTIMATE  DISPOSAL.   WE  HAVE  MORE 

4  THAN  100  YEARS'  CAPACITY  AT  THAT  LOCATION. 

5  THE  PROBLEM  BEGINS  HERE.   THIS  IS  A  FAMILIAR 

6  SITE  TO  PRACTICALLY  EVERYONE  HERE,  WHETHER  IT'S  MONDAY  OR 

7  THURSDAY  OR  SATURDAY.   A  NUMBER  OF  TRASH  CANS  GET  PUT  OUT 

8  ON  THE  CURB  FOR  PICK  UP.   IF  YOU  HAVEN'T  GOT  ENOUGH  TRASH 

9  CANS,  PEOPLE  PUT  STUFF  IN  THEIR  TRUCK  AND  THEY  HAUL  IT  TO 

10  THE  DUMP,  OR  THEY  PUT  IT  IN  CONTAINERS  FOR  A  WASTE 

11  DISPOSAL  FIRM  TO  COME  PICK  UP. 

12  APPROXIMATELY  70  PERCENT  —  SORRY  — 

13  APPROXIMATELY  70  PERCENT  OF  THE  WASTE  THAT  IS  NOW  PICKED 

14  UP  IN  METROPOLITAN  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  IS  PICKED  UP  IN 

15  PACKER  TRUCKS,  SUCH  AS  YOU  SEE  HERE,  AND  HAULED  DIRECTLY 

16  TO  LANDFILLS  WITHOUT  THE  BENEFIT  OF  RECYCLING  OR  FOR  THE 

17  REMOVAL  OF  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS. 

18  ONCE  IN  THE  LANDFILLS,  THE  MATERIAL  IS  SPREAD 

19  AND  COMPACTED  WITH  BULLDOZERS  AND  OTHER  EQUIPMENT.   THIS 

20  SLIDE  HERE,  FOR  EXAMPLE,  SHOWS  A  NUMBER  OF  ITEMS  THAT 

21  COULD  BE  EASILY  RECYCLED.   THERE  IS  WOOD  AND  GREEN  WASTE, 

22  BOTH  OF  WHICH  REPRESENT  A  VERY  HIGH  COMPONENT  OF  RECYCLED 

23  MATERIALS  THAT  IS  PRESENTLY  BEING  DISCARDED  IN  SOUTHERN 

24  CALIFORNIA. 

25  WE  HAVE  THE  DISTINCTION  IN  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA 

26  OF  BEING  PERHAPS  THE  MOST  WASTEFUL  PEOPLE  ON  EARTH.   AS 
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1  YOU  CAN  SEE  FROM  THIS  SLIDE,  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIANS 

2  GENERATE  AN  AVERAGE  OF  ONE  AND  THREE  QUARTER  TONS  PER  YEAR 

3  PER  CAPITA  OF  WASTE.   THIS  COMPARES  MOST  UNFAVORABLY  WITH 

4  SOME  OF  THE  OTHER  MORE  POPULOUS  STATES  IN  THE  COUNTRY,  AND 

5  IS  GREATER  THAN  THE  OVERALL  STATE  AVERAGE. 

6  FROM  THIS  SLIDE  WE  CAN  SEE  THAT  CALIFORNIA 

7  GENERATES  MORE  THAN  TWICE  AS  MUCH  WASTE  THAN  ANY  OTHER 

8  STATE,  WITH  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  GENERATING  APPROXIMATELY 

9  THREE  QUARTERS  OF  THAT  MATERIAL.   THIS  IS  A  PROBLEM, 

10  BECAUSE  MANY  OF  THE  LANDFILLS  WITHIN  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA 

11  ARE  BEING  FILLED  UP. 

12  THIS  SLIDE  WAS  TAKEN  AT  A  LANDFILL  IN  SOUTHERN 

13  CALIFORNIA  AND  SHOWS  TRUCKS  THAT  HAVE  BEEN  WAITING  IN  LINE 

14  FROM  ABOUT  4:00  O'CLOCK  IN  THE  MORNING.   SOMETIMES  AS  MUCH 

15  AS  FOUR  OR  FIVE  HOURS  THEY  WAIT  IN  LINE  SO  THAT  THEY  CAN 

16  GET  TO  A  LANDFILL  BEFORE  ITS  CAPACITY  IS  REACHED  BY  THE 

17  MIDDLE  OF  THE  DAY. 

18  THIS  PROBLEM  HAS  NOT  GONE  UNNOTED,  AND  THE  FOLKS 

19  IN  SACRAMENTO  WROTE  A  COUPLE  OF  YEARS  AGO,  AS  GARY 

20  MENTIONED,  AB-939.   THIS  IS  A  VERY  WIDE-SWEEPING  RECYCLING 

21  BILL,  SO-CALLED.   IT  REQUIRES  COMMUNITIES  TO  PREPARE  PLANS 

22  ON  HOW  THEY'RE  GOING  TO  MANAGE  THEIR  WASTE,  THAT  INCLUDES 

23  A  MANAGEMENT  ANALYSIS,  A  WASTE  ASSESSMENT,  AND  A 

24  DETERMINATION  OF  WHAT'S  GOING  TO  HAPPEN  TO  THAT  WASTE. 

25  THE  REQUIREMENTS  OF  AB-939  SUGGEST  THAT  BY  1995, 

26  25  PERCENT  OF  THE  MATERIAL  THAT  IS  NOW  GOING  TO  LANDFILLS 
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1  MUST  BE  DIVERTED;    AND  BY  THE  YEAR   2000,    50   PERCENT  MUST  BE 

2  DIVERTED. 

3  AB-939  HAS  REQUESTED  A  HIERARCHY  OF  WASTE 

<+  MANAGEMENT.   THERE  ARE  FOUR  ELEMENTS  TO  THAT,  THE  FIRST  OF 

5  WHICH  IS  TO  DECREASE  THE  AMOUNT  OF  WASTE  THAT  WE  PRODUCE. 

6  THIS  CAN  BE  DONE  ON  AN  INDIVIDUAL  BASIS,  BY  REUSING 

7  INSTEAD  OF  DISCARDING  MATERIAL.   IT  CAN  BE  DONE  THROUGH 

8  LOBBYING  OF  VARIOUS  MANUFACTURERS  TO  HAVE  THEM  REDUCE  THE 

9  AMOUNT  OF  PACKAGING  THAT  THEY  PROVIDE  WITH  THEIR  PRODUCTS, 

10  AND  OTHER  SIMILAR  MEANS. 

11  THE  NEXT  STEP  IN  THE  HIERARCHY  OF  WASTE 

12  MANAGEMENT  IS  TO  RECYCLE  AND  COMPOST.   THE  AB-939  STRESSES 

13  THAT  RECYCLING  IS  A  VERY  IMPORTANT  ELEMENT;  HOWEVER,  IT 

14  DOESN'T  GO  FAR  ENOUGH,  BECAUSE  THE  RECYCLING,  TO  BE  TRULY 

15  EFFECTIVE,  REQUIRES  NOT  ONLY  THE  SEPARATION  OF  MATERIALS 

16  THAT  ARE  RECYCLABLE,  BUT  ALSO  THEIR  TRANSFORMATION  THROUGH 

17  NEW  MANUFACTURING  PROCESSES  INTO  PRODUCTS  THAT  WE  BUY. 

18  UNFORTUNATELY,  AB-939  HAS  STRESSED  THE 

19  SEPARATION,  BUT  HAS  NOT  ADEQUATELY  ADDRESSED  THE 

20  REMANUFACTURE  AND  RESALE  OF  GOODS  THAT  ARE  PRODUCED  FROM 

21  RECYCLABLE  MATERIALS. 

22  COMPOSTING  IS  A  VERY  IMPORTANT  FEATURE  OF 

23  RECYCLING  IN  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA.   WE  GENERATE  —  BETWEEN 
ZH  25  AND  35  PERCENT  OF  THE  WASTE  IS  CALLED  GREEN  WASTE; 

25  GARDEN  REFUSE,  LAWN  CLIPPINGS,  LANDSCAPING  DEBRIS.   THIS 

26  MATERIAL  CAN  ALL  BE  COMPOSTED.   AND  WITHOUT  COMPOSTING,  WE 
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BELIEVE  THAT  IT  WILL  BE  IMPOSSIBLE  FOR  COMMUNITIES  TO 
REALIZE  THE  YEAR  2000  GOAL  OF  50  PERCENT  REDUCTION. 

THE  THIRD  ELEMENT  IN  THE  HIERARCHY  OF  WASTE 
MANAGEMENT  IS  TO  TRANSFORM  THE  WASTE  BY  INCINERATION;  IN 
OTHER  WORDS,  TO  BURN  IT.   THERE  HAVE  BEEN  SEVERAL 

6  ILL-FATED  PROJECTS  IN  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  THAT  HAVE 

7  PROPOSED  TO  BURN  MATERIAL,  TRANSFORMING  THE  ENERGY  INTO 

8  ELECTRICITY.   THIS  IS  LARGELY  A  POLITICAL  ISSUE  BECAUSE  OF 

9  THE  VERY  HEAVILY  POLLUTED  AIR  THAT  WE  HAVE  IN  SOUTHERN 

10  CALIFORNIA,  AND  IT  IS  BELIEVED  BY  THE  PUBLIC  AND  BY  THE 

11  POLITICIANS  THAT  EVEN  A  SLIGHT  INCREMENT  THAT  WOULD  RESULT 

12  FROM  BURNING  THE  WASTE  WOULD  BE  UNACCEPTABLE. 

13  FINALLY,  THE  LAST  ELEMENT  OF  THE  HIERARCHY  OF 

14  WASTE  MANAGEMENT  IS  TO  LANDFILL  WHATEVER  IS  LEFT.   EVEN  IF 

15  WE  ARE  SUCCESSFUL  IN  DECREASING  WASTE,  RECYCLING  TO  THE 

16  ULTIMATE  AMOUNT  POSSIBLE,  BURNING  WHAT'S  LEFT,  THERE  IS 

17  STILL  BETWEEN  30  AND  40  PERCENT  OF  MATERIAL  IN  THE  FORM  OF 

18  ASH  THAT  MUST  BE  DISPOSED  OF.   SO  LANDFILLING  IS  AN 

19  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THE  HIERARCHY  OF  WASTE  MANAGEMENT  AND 

20  CANNOT  BE  OVERLOOKED  OR  REPLACED  BY  ANOTHER  METHOD. 

21  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  GENERATES  ABOUT  84,000  TONS 

22  PER  DAY  OF  REFUSE.   APPROXIMATELY  THREE  QUARTERS  OF  THAT, 

23  OR  58,000  TONS,  IS  GOING  TO  LANDFILLS  THAT  ARE  NEAR 

24  CAPACITY.   STUDIES  HAVE  SHOWN  THAT  BY  THE  YEAR  2000  ABOUT 

25  70  PERCENT  OF  THE  CAPACITY  THAT  WE  NOW  HAVE  WILL  BE  GONE 

26  UNLESS  NEW  LANDFILLS  ARE  CONSTRUCTED  OR  EXISTING  LANDFILLS 


COURT  REPORTERS  OF  PALM  SPRINGS 


mmmmm,  .....m 


Si- 
ft 


DOCUMENT  0102 


32 


1  HAVE  THE  CONDITIONS  OF  THEIR  PERMITS  EXTENDED. 

2  AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  AB-939  IS  THE  RECYCLING 

3  EFFORT.   AND  THIS  MUST  OCCUR  IN  MATERIAL  RECOVERY 

4  FACILITIES,  OR  M.R.F.'S,  SOMETIMES  ALSO  KNOWN  AS  TRANSFER 

5  STATIONS. 

6  THE  PURPOSE  OF  A  MATERIAL  RECOVERY  FACILITY,  OR 

7  A  M.R.F.,  IS  TO  ACCEPT  THE  MATERIAL  FROM  THE  HASTE  HAULERS 

8  IN  THE  PACKER  TRUCKS  THAT  PICK  UP  THE  MATERIAL  FROM  THE 

9  SOURCE.   THERE  IT  IS  SCREENED  FOR  HAZARDOUS  SUBSTANCES. 

10  THE  REUSABLE  OR  RECYCLABLE  MATERIALS  ARE  TAKEN  OUT  FOR 

11  RECYCLING.   THE  REMAINDER  IS  COMPACTED  AND  PLACED  IN 

12  STANDARD  INTERMOBILE  CONTAINERS.   ALSO,  M.R.F.'S  GENERALLY 

13  WILL  HAVE  A  FACILITY  FOR  ACCEPTING  SEPARATED  MATERIALS 

14  FROM  EITHER  CURB-SIDE  SEPARATION  OR  BUY-BACK  PROGRAMS. 

15  THERE  IS  SOME  CONTROVERSY  ON  WHAT  A  M.R.F.  IS 

16  ALL  ABOUT.   BASICALLY  IT'S  A  LARGE  WAREHOUSE  THAT  HAS 

17  TRUCKS  GOING  AND  COMING.   IN  THIS  PARTICULAR  SLIDE  YOU  SEE 

18  GARBAGE  TRUCKS  OF  EIGHT  TO  TEN-TON  CAPACITY  THAT  PICK  UP 

19  THE  REFUSE  AT  THE  POINT  OF  ORIGIN,  TAKE  IT  INTO  THE 

20  BUILDING,  AND  THE  LARGE  SEMI-TRUCKS  THAT  YOU  SEE  .ARE 

21  TAKING  THE  COMPACTED  WASTE  AWAY  FROM  THE  FACILITY  AFTER 

22  IT'S  BEEN  SORTED  FOR  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  AND  FOR 

23  RECYCLABLES. 

24  INSIDE  A  TYPICAL  M.R.F.  THERE  IS  WHAT'S  KNOWN  AS 

25  A  PICKING  LINE.   THE  WASTE  IS  PUT  ON  A  CONVEYOR  BELT  AND 

26  WORKERS  WILL  SORT  THROUGH  THE  MATERIAL  AND  SELECT  THOSE 
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ITEMS  THAT  ARE  RECYCLABLE,  PUT  THEM  IN  VARIOUS  CHUTES  OR 
BINS  SO  THAT  THEY  CAN  BE  COLLECTED,  COMPACTED  AND 
ULTIMATELY  RESOLD  INTO  THE  RECYCLABLE  MARKET. 

4  HERE  IS  A  BRIEF  FLOW  SHEET  OF  WHAT  OCCURS  IN  A 

5  MATERIAL  RECOVERY  FACILITY.   YOU'LL  SEE  THAT  THE  MIXED 
G       WASTE  IS  FIRST  STRAINED  FOR  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS,  SORTED 

7  FOR  THE  VARIOUS  CLASSES  OF  RECYCLABLES,  WHICH  ARE 

8  CONTAINERIZED  AND  MARKETED.   THE  REMAINDER  IS  COMPACTED, 

9  PLACED  IN  CONTAINERS  AND  SENT  TO  THE  LANDFILL. 

10  TYPICALLY  BOTTLES,  PAPER,  METAL  AND  WOOD  ARE  THE 

11  ITEMS  THAT  CAN  BE  SEPARATED  EFFICIENTLY  AT  M.R.F.'S.   WE 

12  BELIEVE  THAT  AS  THE  EFFECTS  OF  AB-939  TAKE  PLACE,  THE 

13  GREEN  WASTE  WILL  ALSO  BE  AN  IMPORTANT  ITEM  THAT  IS 

14  SEPARATED  AT  A  M.R.F. 

15  FOR  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  PROJECT,  THE  RESIDUE, 

16  THAT  IS  THE  MATERIAL  THAT  HAS  HAD  THE  RECYCLABLES  AND  THE 

17  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  SORTED  OUT,  WILL  BE  PLACED  IN  STANDARD 

18  INTERMOLD  CONTAINERS,  SUCH  AS  YOU  SEE  HERE,  AND  PLACED  ON 

19  TRAINS,  USING  EXISTING  EQUIPMENT,  EXISTING  RAILCARS, 

20  DOUBLE  STACKED  IN  STANDARD  RAILCARS. 

21  IN  ADDITION  TO  THOSE  CONTAINERS  THAT  MIGHT  BE 
PLACED  ON  TRAINS,  CONTAINERS  MIGHT  ALSO  BE  PLACED  ON 
FLATBED  TRUCKS.   GARY  HAS  MENTIONED  TO  YOU  THE  TRUCK 
COMPONENT  THAT  WE  TALKED  ABOUT.   AND  EVEN  THOUGH  THAT  WILL 
BE  REDUCED,  IT  IS  NOT  OUR  INTENT  TO  TAKE  THE  PACKER  TRUCKS 
THAT  PICK  UP  THE  REFUSE  OUT  TO  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN.   THE  ONLY 
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TRUCKS  THAT  WILL  BE  ACCEPTED  THERE  CARRYING  HASTE  ARE 
TRUCKS  SUCH  AS  THIS  THAT  WILL  BE  CARRYING  CONTAINERS  OF 
WASTE  IN  PLACE  OF  PUTTING  THEM  ON  THE  RAIL  LINE. 

THE  USE  OF  CONTAINERS  IN  COMPACTION  IS  VERY 
USEFUL  BECAUSE  WE  CAN  GET  ABOUT  25  TONS  OF  MATERIAL  IN  A 
CONTAINER,  COMPARED  WITH  ABOUT  20  TONS  IN  A  TRANSFER 
TRAILER,  OR  ABOUT  EIGHT  TONS  IN  A  STANDARD  PACKER 

8  COLLECTION  TRUCK. 

9  IF  WE  CONSIDER  THE  USE  OF  16,000  TONS  PER  DAY  OF 

10  MATERIAL  THAT  WILL  BE  GOING  TO  THE  LANDFILL  SITE  BY  RAIL, 

11  THAT  TRANSLATES  TO  APPROXIMATELY  FIVE  TRAINS  A  DAY 

12  CARRYING  640  CONTAINERS.   COMPARE  THIS  WITH  800  TRUCKS  OF 

13  THE  TRANSFER  VARIETY,  OR  SOME  2,000  COLLECTION  TRUCKS 

14  WHICH  ARE  NOW  CLOGGING  THE  ROADWAYS  OF  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA 

15  AND  PUTTING  AIR  EMISSIONS  INTO  THE  ATMOSPHERE  AS  A  RESULT 

16  OF  THEIR  TRAVEL. 

17  THE  CONTAINERS  WILL  BE  PLACED  ON  A  TRAIN  AND 

18  HAULED  ALONG  THE  SOUTHERN  PACIFIC  MAIN  LINE.   THIS  MAP 

19  SHOWS  THE  GENERAL  ROUTE  OF  THE  SOUTHERN  PACIFIC  MAIN  LINE. 

20  IT  GOES  FROM  ESSENTIALLY  THE  HEART  OF  LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY 

21  THROUGH  THE  COACHELLA  VALLEY  CORRIDOR,  AND  JOINS  UP  WITH 

22  THE  PRIVATE  LINE  AT  FARUM  (PHONETIC)  JUNCTION. 

23  YOU'LL  NOTE  THAT  THE  PURPLE  LINES  THERE  ALSO 

24  REPRESENT  POTENTIAL  ROUTES  FOR  OTHER  RAIL  COMPANIES  TO 

25  BRING  MATERIAL  ALONG  THE  S.P.  LINES  OUT  TO  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN 

26  AS  WELL. 


COURT  REPORTERS  OF  PALM  SPRINGS 


mmmmmmmm 


1 


DOCUMENT  0102 


35 


1  FARUM  JUNCTION  IS  MERELY  A  SITING  AT  THE  NORTH 

2  EDGE  OF  THE  SALTON  SEA.   THIS  IS  THE  SAME  SITING  THAT 

3  KAISER  USED  DURING  THEIR  OPERATIONS.   THEY  BROUGHT  UP  TO 

4  TWO  TRAINS  PER  DAY  DOWN  THE  HILL  FROM  KAISER,  LOCATED  THEM 

5  HERE.   THEY  HERE  PICKED  UP  BY  THE  SOUTHERN  PACIFIC  iMAIN 

6  LINE  AND  HAULED  TO  THE  (INAUDIBLE)  IN  FONTANA. 

7  WE  PROPOSE  TO  REVERSE  THAT  PROCESS,  TAKE  THE 

8  TRASH  TRAINS  UP  FROM  FARUM  JUNCTION,  ALONG  THE  EXISTING 

9  RAIL  LINE,  UP  INTO  THE  TERMINALS  AT  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN. 

10  MANY  PEOPLE  HAVE  PORTRAYED  THE  DISPOSAL  OF 

11  REFUSE  IN  THE  DESERT  AS  GOING  TO  A  PRISTINE  LOCATION.   THE 

12  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  SITE  IS  ANYTHING  BUT  THAT.   AS  DAVID  MARES 

13  POINTED  OUT,  THE  ACTUAL  LANDFILL  SITE  ITSELF  AT  EAGLE 

14  MOUNTAIN  IS  A  HIGHLY  DEGRADED  AREA  THAT  WAS  MINED  BY  OPEN 

15  PIT  METHODS  FOR  SOME  35  TO  40  YEARS.   DAVID  MENTIONED  THAT 

16  NEARLY  A  BILLION  TONS  OF  MATERIAL  WERE  TAKEN  OUT,  LEAVING 

I 

17  A  NUMBER  OF  VERY  LARGE  PITS  AND  HUGE  PILES  OF  OVERBURDEN 

18  AND  TAILING  THROUGHOUT  THE  SITE. 

19  I'LL  LET  A  COUPLE  OF  THESE  PICTURES  THAT  I  SHOW 

20  SPEAK  FOR  THEMSELVES. 

21  AS  YOU  CAN  SEE  HERE,  THIS  IS  A  VIEW  OF  THE  EAST 

22  PIT  LOOKING  TOWARDS  THE  WEST.   THE  BOTTOM  OF  THE  PIT  IS  IN 

23  SORT  OF  THE  LEFT  FOREGROUND.   THERE  IS  A  SUBSTANTIAL 

24  AMOUNT  OF  OVERBURDEN  THAT'S  BEEN  PILED  IN  THE  RIGHT 

25  FOREGROUND,  AND  THE  PIT  EXTENDS  NEARLY  TO  THE  TOP  OF 

26  PICTURE. 
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FOR   THOSE   OF  YOU   THAT   ARE   INTERESTED,    IF  WE   HAVE 
A   BREAK,    WE   HAVE   A  MODEL   OF  THE   SITE   WHICH   IS   BELOW   THE 
SCREEN   HERE,    WHICH   CLEARLY   DEFINES   THE   AREAS   THAT  WE'RE 
TALKING   ABOUT,    AND   PORTRAYS    IN   A   —   QUITE   A   STRIKING   VIEW 
OF   WHAT  THE   ACTUAL   SITE   LOOKS   LIKE. 

DURING   THE   MINING   OPERATION,    IN   ADDITION  TO   THE 
ORE   CONCENTRATES   THAT  WERE   PRODUCED,    THERE   WERE  THREE 
BY-PRODUCTS. 

THE   LIGHT   RED   MATERIAL   IN  THE   FOREGROUND   IS 
WHAT'S   KNOWN   AS   FINE  TAILING.      THIS    IS   MATERIAL  THAT  WE'VE 
PROPOSED   TO    USE  AS  A   CLAY   LINER   FOR  THE   BOTTOM   OF  THE   PIT 
FOR   GROUND   WATER   PROTECTION. 

THE   LIGHT  GRAY   MATERIAL  TO  THE   CENTER   RIGHT   OF 
THE   PICTURE    IS   OVERBURDEN.      THERE    IS   SOME   700   MILLION   TONS 

OF  THAT  MATERIAL. 

AND   THE  DARKER   GRAY   PILE  TO  THE   LEFT   CENTER   IS 

WHAT   IS   KNOWN   AS   COARSE  TAILING. 

BOTH   OF  THOSE   LATTER  TWO    PRODUCTS   WE   INTEND  TO 
USE   FOR   EITHER   DAILY   COVER   OR   FOR   CONSTRUCTION   ROAD 
BUILDING   WITHIN  THE   PROJECT   SITE. 

THIS    IS   ANOTHER   VIEW   OF   THE   COARSE  TAILING   PILE. 
THERE   ARE   MANY,    SCORES,    MILLIONS   OF  TONS   OF   MATERIAL  THAT 
IS   ESSENTIALLY  MINUS   THREE   QUARTER    INCH. 

ONCE  THE  TRAINS   ARRIVE   AT   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN  THEY 
WILL   BE   OFFLOADED    IN   A   SIMILAR  MANNER  TO   THE   WAY  THEY   WERE 
LOADED   AT   THE   ORIGINAL   SITE;    THAT   IS,    MOVABLE   OVERHEAD 
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1  TRAINS  WILL  PICK  UP  THE  CONTAINERS,  PUT  THEM  ON  CHASSIS 

2  THAT  WILL  BE  DRIVEN  UP  INTO  THE  LANDFILL  AND  DUMPED. 

3  THE  MATERIAL  HILL  BE  POSITIONED  IN  THE  LANDFILL 

4  AND  COVERED  WITH  A  DAILY  COVER  ON  A  NORMAL  BASIS,  SUCH  AS 

5  YOU  SEE  IN  THIS  SLIDE  HERE. 

6  IT'S  IMPORTANT  TO  REMEMBER  THAT  THE  OPERATION  OF 

7  THIS  LANDFILL  WILL  BE  NO  DIFFERENT  THAN  EXISTING 

8  LANDFILLS,  EXCEPT  THAT  ITS  DESIGN  WILL  BE  STATE  OF  THE 

9  ART.   ALL  ENVIRONMENTAL  PRECAUTIONS  WILL  BE  TAKEN  FOR  BOTH 

10  GROUND,  WATER  AND  AIR  PROTECTION. 

11  AS  DAVID  MENTIONED,  WE  ARE  NOT  ONLY  GOING  TO 

12  JUST  FILL  THE  PIT,  BUT  WE'RE  GOING  TO  RECONTOUR  THE 

13  LANDSCAPE  TO  APPROXIMATELY  ITS  PRE-MINING  CONDITIONS. 

14  THIS  SLIDE  HERE  SHOWS  THAT  THE  REFUSE  WILL  RISE 

15  ABOVE  THE  HOLE  AND  WILL  CREATE  A  MOUNTAIN  BACK  WHERE  THE 

16  EXISTING  MOUNTAIN  WAS  PRIOR  TO  MINING. 

17  THERE  ARE  A  NUMBER  OF  CONCERNS  THAT  WE'VE  HAD 

18  ABOUT  THE  SITE,  AND  OVER  THE  PAST  THREE  YEARS  HAVE  DONE  A 

19  SUBSTANTIAL  AMOUNT  OF  STUDIES. 

20  THIS  PICTURE  SHOWS  SOME  BIOLOGISTS  THAT  ARE  OUT 

21  SURVEYING  THE  RAIL  LINE.   IN  PARTICULAR,  WE'RE  CONCERNED 

22  ABOUT  THE  DESERT  TORTOISE,  AND  WE'VE  HAD  EXTENSIVE 

23  MEETINGS  WITH  VARIOUS  FEDERAL  AND  STATE  BIOLOGISTS  ON  THE 

24  BEST  METHOD  TO  PROTECT  THE  DESERT  TORTOISE.   SIMILARLY, 

25  BIGHORN  SHEEP  ARE  IN  THE  AREA,  AND  WE  HAVE  DONE  A  NUMBER 

26  OF  STUDIES  AND  AGREEMENTS  WITH  THE  VARIOUS  FISH  AND  GAME 
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1  PEOPLE   ON   HOW   TO   PROTECT  THE   BIGHORN   SHEEP. 

2  ANOTHER   GOOD   FEATURE  ABOUT  EAGLE   MOUNTAIN   IS   THE 

3  FACT   THAT    IT   HAS   ALL   OF  THE   UTILITIES   AND    INFRASTRUCTURE 

4  IN   PLACE.      THIS   SHOT   HERE   REPRESENTS   THE   EXISTING 

5  WAREHOUSE   AND   MAINTENANCE   FACILITIES  THAT   KAISER   USED 

6  DURING   THEIR   OPERATION.      THOSE   FACILITIES   WILL   BE   USED   BY 

7  THE   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN   PROJECT  TO   MAINTAIN   THE   EARTH-MOVING 

8  EQUIPMENT   NECESSARY   FOR   LANDFILL  AND   OPERATIONS. 

9  THE   TOWN   OF   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN,    AS   DAVID   POINTED 

10  OUT,    IS   STILL    IN   FACT  —  THERE  ARE   APPROXIMATELY   ENOUGH 

11  HOUSING   FOR  ABOUT   2500   PEOPLE  THERE,    ABOUT   300   LIVE  THERE 

12  NOW.      THESE   HOUSES   COULD  BE   EASILY   REHABILITATED   AND   USED 

13  FOR   FAMILIES   THAT  WILL   BE   WORKING   —  THE   WORKERS  THAT  WILL 
m  BE   AT  THE   MINE. 

15  IT   IS    IMPORTANT  TO   NOTE  THAT  THIS   PARTICULAR 

16  SITE   HAS   NOT   ONLY  A   RAILROAD  BUT   HIGHWAY   POWER,    WATER,    GAS 

17  AND  ALL   COMMUNICATIONS    IN   PLACE,    SO  THAT  THE   ENVIRONMENTAL 

18  DEGRADATION   THAT   MIGHT  OCCUR   AT  A   SITE  THAT  WAS 

19  UNDEVELOPED   WILL   NOT  BE   NECESSARY  AT   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN 

20  BECAUSE   OF   THE   FACT  THAT  THESE  THINGS   ARE   ALREADY   IN 

21  PLACE. 

22  WE   ARE   GOING   TO   BE   INSTALLING   A   NUMBER   OF 

23  SAFEGUARDS   AT  THE   LANDFILL.      THE   SCOPING   SESSIONS  THAT  WE 

24  HAD   PRIOR   TO  THE   PREPARATION   OF  THE   E.I.R.    INDICATED  THAT 

25  GROUND   WATER   PROTECTION   WAS   OF   PRIME   INTEREST. 

26  DURING   THE   STUDIES  THAT  WE  CONDUCTED   AND  DURING 
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THE   CIRCULATION   OF   THE   E.I.R.,    AIR   QUALITY   HAS   COME   OUT  AS 
BEING   A  VERY   IMPORTANT   ISSUE   AS   WELL. 

FOR   GROUND   WATER   PROTECTION   THERE   ARE   SEVERAL 
SITE   FEATURES   NATURALLY   EXISTING   WHICH   WILL   HELP   VERY   MUCH 
IN   GROUND   WATER   PROTECTION.      THE   FIRST   IS   THE   CLIMATE.       IT 
RAINS   APPROXIMATELY  THREE   INCHES   A  YEAR   OUT  AT   EAGLE 
MOUNTAIN,    AND    IT  HAS   A   VERY  DRY   CLIMATE.      THIS   MEANS   THAT 
THE   LEACHATE,    OR  THE   FLUIDS   THAT  ARE   LIABLE  TO   COME   IN 
CONTACT  WITH   THE   REFUSE,    THE   PRODUCTION   OF  THESE   WILL   BE 
AT  A   VERY   LOW   RATE,    AND,    THEREFORE,    THEIR   MANAGEMENT  AMD 
CONTAINMENT  WILL  BE   FAR   EASIER  THAN   AT  A   SITE  THAT   IS    IN   A 
MUCH  WETTER  AREA. 

SECONDLY,    THE   GEOLOGY   OF  THE  AREA   IS   CONDUCIVE 
TO  THE   LOCATION   OF  THE   LANDFILL,    PRIMARILY  BECAUSE   THE 
REFUSE  WILL  BE   PLACED   AT   SITES   AS   MUCH   AS   1500   FEET  ABOVE 
GROUND   WATER,    LOWER   IN   SOME   OTHER   AREAS.      AND  THE 
POST-ROCK   THAT   HAS   FORMED  THE   BOTTOM  OF   THE   MINE    IS 
BEDROCK   IN   ALMOST  ALL   CASES. 

NEVERTHELESS,    WE   WILL   BE   INSTALLING   A 
STATE-OF-THE-ART   LINER   SYSTEM   AND   CONDUCTING   CONTINUOUS 
GROUND   WATER   MONITORING   PRIOR   TO   THE   OPERATION   OF  THE 
FACILITY  AND   DURING    ITS    ENTIRE   LIFE   AND    IN   THE  YEARS 
THEREAFTER. 

THIS    IS   A   PICTURE   OF  THE   FINE  TAILING   MATERIAL 
THAT  WE   INTEND  TO   USE   AS   A   CLAY   LINER   FOR  THE   BOTTOM   OF 
THE   PIT. 
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THIS  PICTURE  SHOWS  A  CROSS-SECTION  OF  A  TYPICAL 
AREA  IN  THE  LANDFILL  THAT  WILL  SHOW  US  THE  LINER 
OPERATION.   WE'LL  HAVE  A  MONITORING  LAYER  OF  GRAVEL  ON  TOP 
OF  THE  BEDROCK,  FOLLOWED  BY  A  LAYER  OF  CLAY  THAT  HAS  BEEN 

5  COMPACTED  TO  STATE  STANDARDS. 

6  IN  CERTAIN  AREAS  WE  WILL  BE  INSTALLING  A  PLASTIC 

7  SYNTHETIC  LINER,  ON  TOP  OF  WHICH  WILL  BE  MORE  GRAVEL,  AND 

8  THEN  ULTIMATELY  THE  REFUSE  WILL  BE  PLACED  ON  TOP  OF  THAT. 

9  THE  CONFIGURATION  OF  THE  LINER  AND  THE  FINAL 

10  CONSTRUCTION  DETAILS  ARE  PART  OF  OUR  PERMITTING  OPERATIONS 

11  WITH  THE  REGIONAL  WATER  QUALITY  CONTROL  BOARD,  AND  THEY 

12  ARE  LOOKING  VERY  CAREFULLY  AT  THE  GEOLOGY  AND  THE  DESIGN 

13  THAT  WE  PROPOSE  FOR  ALIGNMENT. 

14  TYPICALLY,  THE  LINER  WILL  BE  CONSTRUCTED  IN  SUCH 

15  A  MANNER  AS  THIS.   THE  SLOPES  WILL  BE  LEVELED  OFF.   AND  IN 

16  THOSE  AREAS  THAT  WILL  HAVE  PLASTIC  LINER  PLACED  ON  THEM, 

17  THIS  IS  TYPICAL  OF  HOW  IT  IS  DONE,  PLACED  IN  BENCHES  AND 

18  ON  THE  SIDE  SLOPES. 

19  AS  I  MENTIONED,  ALSO  WE'LL  BE  CONDUCTING  GROUND 

20  WATER  MONITORING  ON  A  CONTINUING  BASIS. 

21  AIR  QUALITY  PROTECTION.   AS  WAS  PIONTED  OUT,  ONE 

22  OF  THE  IMPACTS  THAT  WE  CANNOT  REDUCE  TO  LOW  LEVELS  OF 

23  SIGNIFICANCE  ARE  THE  AIR  QUALITY  ISSUES.   THAT  IS  BECAUSE 
AT  PRESENT  THERE  IS  NO  INDUSTRIAL  ACTIVITY  TO  SPEAK  OF  OUT 
AT  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN.   SO  BY  INSTALLING  ANY  KIND  OF 
INDUSTRIAL  ACTIVITY  THERE,  AND  WITH  THE  INABILITY  TO 
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1  PREVENT  ANY  EMISSIONS  FROM  OCCURRING  UNNECESSARILY,  A 

2  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACT  WILL  OCCUR. 

3  IT  WAS  QUOTED  IN  THE  PAPER  A  FEW  MONTHS  AGO,  OR 

4  A  FEW  WEEKS  AGO,  THAT  WE  MIGHT  HAVE  STAGE  THREE  SMOG 

5  ALERTS  AND  THESE  TYPES  OF  THINGS,  AND  THAT  IS  NOT  AT  ALL 

6  THE  CASE.   THE  DEGREE  OF  SIGNIFICANCE  MERELY  MEANS  THAT  WE 

7  CANNOT  CONTROL  THE  EMISSIONS  TO  LEVELS  OF  INSIGNIFICANCE. 

8  HOWEVER,  IN  ORDER  TO  DO  AS  GOOD  A  JOB  AS  WE  CAN 

9  IN  AIR  QUALITY  PROTECTION,  WE  WILL  BE,  BY  THE  VERY  NATURE 

10  OF  THE  PROJECT,  REDUCING  THE  AMOUNT  OF  REGIONAL  VEHICULAR 

11  TRAFFIC  THAT  OCCURS  HERE  IN  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA. 

12  THE  PREVIOUS  SLIDE  INDICATED  THAT  BY  SHIPPING 

13  MATERIAL  OUT  ON  RAIL,  WE  WILL  BE  REDUCING  TRUCK  TRAFFIC  ON 

14  A  PER  DAY  BASIS  BY  UP  TO  800  TRUCK  —  OR,  EXCUSE  ME,  UP  TO 

15  2,000  TRUCKS  PER  DAY  OF  THE  PACKER  TRUCK  VARIETY. 

16  AND  AS' YOU  FOLKS  KNOW,  THE  POLLUTION  AND  SMOG 

17  THAT  IS  GENERATED  IN  THE  LOS  ANGELES  BASIN  BECAUSE  OF  THE 

18  PREVAILING  WINDS,  FINDS  ITS  WAY  OUT  HERE.   SO  ANY 

19  REDUCTION  WE  CAN  ACHIEVE  WITHIN  THE  SOUTH  COAST  BASIN  WILL 

20  ALSO  RESULT  ULTIMATELY  IN  A  REDUCTION  IN  THE  POLLUTION 

21  THAT  OCCURS  HERE  IN  THIS  VALLEY,  AND  PARTICULARLY  OUT  AT 

22  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN. 

23  WE  PROPOSED  IN  THE  E.I.R.  TO  USE  THE  BEST 

24  AVAILABLE  CONTROL  TECHNOLOGY  ON  ALL  OF  THE  MOBILE 

25  EQUIPMENT  THAT  WE  WILL  BE  USING  AT  THE  SITE.   WE  WILL  BE 

26  HAVING  A  STATE-OF-THE-ART,  UP-TO-DATE,  (INAUDIBLE)  GAS 


COURT  REPORTERS  OF  PALM  SPRINGS 


£■ 


' 


DOCUMENT  0102 


H2 


COLLECTION   SYSTEM   AND   A  MONITORING   PROGRAM   IN   STRICT 
CONFORMANCE   WITH   THE   SOUTH   COAST  AIR   QUALITY  MANAGEMENT 
DISTRICT. 

WE   WILL   BE   PROVIDING   A  DUST   CONTROL   MEANS 
THROUGH    PAVING   OF  MANY  OF   THE   ROADS   AND   WATERING   OR   USING 

6  DUST   PALLIATIVES   ON   SOME   OF  THE   OTHER   ROADS. 

7  IN   ADDITION,    WE   WILL  BE   PERFORMING   CONTINUOUS 

8  AIR   MONITORING  DURING  THE   PROJECT   SO   THAT  WE   CAN  DETERMINE 

9  WHETHER  THERE  ARE   ANY  BREAKDOWNS   IN  THE   EMISSION   CONTROL 

10  SYSTEM. 

11  ONE   OF  THE   COMPONENTS   OF  THE   LANDFILL  GAS 

12  RECOVERY  AND   TREATMENT  SYSTEM   IS   A   FLARE.      THIS   IS   A 

13  PICTURE   OF  A  TYPICAL   LANDFILL   GAS   FLARE.      MANY   PEOPLE   HAVE 

14  IN   MIND   A  TWO   OR   300-FOOT   STACK   WITH   FLAMES   DANCING   ON   THE 

15  TOP.      AND   IN   FACT,    THIS   STRUCTURE   IS   ABOUT   30   FEET   HIGH 

16  AND  THE   LANDFILL   GAS    IS   ACTUALLY  COMBUSTED   WITHIN   THE 

17  FLARE  AT   VERY   HIGH   CONTROLLED  TEMPERATURES   TO   DESTROY 

18  PRACTICALLY  ALL   OF  THE   INGREDIENTS   THAT  ARE    IN   THE 

19  LANDFILL   GAS    PRIOR   TO   BEING   RELEASED   INTO   THE   ATMOSPHERE. 

20  WE   EXPECT  TO   BEGIN   OPERATIONS    IN   LATE   1992   AT  A 

21  RATE   OF  APPROXIMATELY   ONE   TRAIN   A  DAY   OR   3500   TONS.      WE 
HOPE   TO   HAVE   20,000   TONS   PER  DAY  AT   ULTIMATE   CAPACITY, 
WHICH   WILL   PROBABLY  BE   SOMETIME   AFTER  THE  TURN   OF  THE 
CENTURY.      WE   EXPECT,    AT  THAT  RATE   ON   A   SIX-DAY-A-WEEK 
OPERATING   SCHEDULE,    TO   HAVE   115  YEARS   OF   SITE   LIFE. 

THERE  ARE   A   NUMBER   OF  ACTIONS   THAT  WE  MUST  GO 
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1  THROUGH  THAT  WILL  HELP  ENSURE  THAT  WE  PROTECT  THE 

2  ENVIRONMENT  AND  THAT  THE  PROJECT  IS  DEVELOPED  IN  A 
5       SENSITIVE  WAY.   WE'VE  MENTIONED  THE  F.L.P.M.A.  LAND 

4  EXCHANGE,  FEDERAL  LAND  POLICY  MANAGEMENT  ACT,  WHICH  WILL 

5  TAKE  ABOUT  3,000  ACRES  OF  PRIME  DESERT  TORTOISE  HABITAT 

6  LOCATED  ALONG  THE  CHUCKWALLA  BENCH,  AND  TRANSFER  THAT  TO 

7  FEDERAL  CONTROL  IN  EXCHANGE  FOR  LANDS  THAT  ARE  UP  IN  THE 

8  MINE  SITE  ITSELF. 

9  IN  ADDITION,  THE  B.L.M.  MUST  GIVE  US  VARIOUS 

10  RIGHTS-OF-WAY  ON  BOTH  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  ROAD,  ITS 

11  EXTENSIONS,  AND  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  RAIL  LINE. 

12  WE  ARE  CURRENTLY  UNDERGOING  NEGOTIATIONS  WITH 

13  FISH  AND  GAME  AND  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  AND  THE  SECTION  VII 

14  CONSULTATION,  WHICH  WILL  ENSURE  THE  PROTECTION  OF  ANY 

15  SPECIES  IN  THE  AREA,  BOTH  FAUNA  AND  FLORA.   AND  WE  ARE 

16  ALSO  DEALING  WITH  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  UNDER  THEIR  404 

17  REQUIREMENTS  TO  DETERMINE  THE  NEEDED  PROTECTION  OF 

18  WETLANDS. 

19  FINALLY,  OR  NEXT  TO  LAST,  SECTION  106  OF  THE 

20  NATURAL  HISTORICAL  PRESERVATION  ACT  WOULD  ENSURE  THAT  WE 

21  ARE  NOT  GOING  TO  DESTROY  ANY  ARTIFACTS  OF  HISTORICAL 
SIGNIFICANCE. 

AND  FINALLY,  A  P.S.D.A.  PERMIT,  OR  PREVENTION  OF 
SIGNIFICANT  DETERIORATION  AND  AIR  PERMIT,  IS  BEING  APPLIED 
FOR  FROM  THE  FEDERAL  E.P.A. 

THERE  ARE  SEVERAL  STATE  ACTIONS  REQUIRED.   THE 
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1  REGIONAL  HATER  QUALITY  CONTROL  BOARD  MUST  GIVE  US 

2  DISCHARGE  REQUIREMENTS.   IT  IS  THIS  AGENCY  THAT  WILL 

3  ENSURE  THAT  THE  BACKGROUND  STUDIES,  THE  SITE  STUDIES.  AND 

4  THE  ENGINEERING  OF  THE  LANDFILL  AND  THE  LANDFILL  LINER 

5  WILL  MEET  OR  EXCEED  ALL  STATE  REQUIREMENTS  TO  PROTECT 

6  GROUND  WATER. 

7  THE  CALIFORNIA  INTEGRATED  WASTE  MANAGEMENT  BOARD 

8  WILL  ALSO  PROVIDE  US  A  SOLID  WASTE  FACILITIES  PERMIT. 

9  SOUTH  COAST  AIR  QUALITY  MANAGEMENT  DISTRICT  MUST 

10  ALLOW  US  TO  HAVE  A  PERMIT  TO  CONSTRUCT  AND  A  PERMIT  TO 

11  OPERATE.   IT  IS  THAT  AGENCY  THAT  WILL  ENSURE  THAT  THE 

12  CONDITIONS  OF  OUR  OPERATION  MEET  OR  EXCEED  ALL  OF  THE 

13  STANDARDS  REQUIRED  FOR  AIR  EMISSIONS. 

14  FINALLY,  WE'RE  DEALING  WITH  THE  CALIFORNIA  FISH 

15  AND  GAME  UNDER  SECTION  1603,  WHICH  LOOKS  AFTER  THE 

16  PROTECTION  OF  WILDLIFE. 

17  THE  COUNTY  ALSO  HAS  A  NUMBER  OF  PERMITS  AND 

18  OTHER  AUTHORIZATIONS  TO  GIVE  US.   THERE  ARE  SEVERAL  HERE 

19  THAT  THIS  BOARD  WILL  ULTIMATELY  BE  RESPONSIBLE  FOR, 

20  PARTICULARLY  THE  SPECIFIC  PLAN,  ZONING  ORDINANCE, 

21  RECLAMATION  PLAN  AND  OTHERS. 

22  IN  PARTICULAR,  THE  SOLID  WASTE  FACILITIES  PERMIT 

23  THAT  HAS  TO  BE  ISSUED  BY  THE  COUNTY  OF  RIVERSIDE, 

24  DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  HEALTH,  IS  IN  FACT  OUR 

25  OPERATING  PERMIT,  AND  THAT  IS  THE  FINAL  DOCUMENT  THAT  WE 

26  MUST  GET  FROM  THE  COUNTY  BEFORE  WE'RE  ACTUALLY  ABLE  TO  GO 
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1  INTO  OPERATION. 

2  AT  THIS  TIME.  I'LL  TURN  THE  MICROPHONE  BACK  TO 

3  GARY,  AND  HE  WOULD  LIKE  TO  DISCUSS  A  LITTLE  BIT  ON  THE 

4  BENEFITS  OF  THIS  PROJECT  TO  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY. 

5  MR.  KOVALL:   THANK  YOU,  BOB. 

6  JUST  BRIEFLY,  BEFORE  TURNING  IT  OVER  TO  ANY 

7  QUESTIONS  YOU  MAY  HAVE  FROM  PUBLIC  TESTIMONY,  THE  PROJECT 

8  IS  PERHAPS  AS  CONTROVERSIAL  AS  IT  IS  BECAUSE  IT  IS  A 

9  REGIONAL  PROJECT.   IT'S  DESIGNED  TO  ADDRESS  A  REGIONAL 

10  PROBLEM  IN  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA.   AND  THE  QUESTION  THAT 

11  THIS  COMMISSION  HAS  TO  WRESTLE  WITH  WITH  THE  BOARD  OF 

12  SUPERVISORS  IS  WHY  SHOULD  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY,  WHY  SHOULD 

13  THIS  DESERT  SERVE  TO  SOLVE  SOMEONE  ELSE'S  PROBLEM? 

14  AND  I  THINK  THE  ANSWER  REALLY  TURNS  IN  A  COUPLE 

15  OF  DIFFERENT  ARENAS.   I'M  NOT  GOING  TO  WALK  THROUGH  THE 

16  DETAILS  OF  THIS,"  BUT  WE  THINK  THE  PROJECT  IS  GOING  TO 

17  CREATE  CLEAR  ENHANCEMENTS  TO  THE  LOCAL  ECOMONY;  CREATION 

18  OF  JOBS,  PROPERTY  TAX,  SPACE  INCREASES,  SALES  TAX,  AND 

19  OTHER  THINGS. 

20  AS  YOU  WELL  KNOW,  IN  THE  MEMORANDUM  OF 

21  UNDERSTANDING  THAT  WE  HAVE  WITH  THE  COUNTY,  AND  THAT 

22  ULTIMATELY  WILL  BE  INCORPORATED  IN  THE  DEVELOPMENT 

23  AGREEMENT,  THERE  IS  A  SIGNIFICANT  HOST  FEE  WHICH  THE 

24  COUNTY  WILL  REALIZE  FROM  THIS  PROJECT  FOR  THE  IMPORT  OF 

25  SOLID  WASTE  FROM  OUTSIDE  THE  COUNTY  TO  THE  SITE. 

26  ALSO,  AS  WE'RE  LEARNING,  AS  MORE  AND  MORE  TIME 
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HAS  GONE  ON,  I  BELIEVE  THE  COUNTY,  HASTE  MANAGEMENT 
DEPARTMENT  AND  OTHERS,  ARE  BEGINNING  TO  LOOK  AT  EAGLE 
MOUNTAIN  ITSELF  FOR  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  PROBLEMS  IN  DISPOSAL 
OF  THEIR  WASTE  IN  THE  FUTURE.   AND  SO  THAT  IS  EMERGING  AS 
ANOTHER  CLEAR  BENEFIT  TO  THE  COUNTY.   THEY  ARE  LOOKING  AT 
THE  ECONOMY'S  SCALE  THAT  CAN  BE  REALIZED  AT  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN 
TO  CREATE  AN  ENVIRONMENTALLY  SAFE  FACILITY,  WITH  LINERS, 
WITH  LEACHATE  COLLECTION,  WITH  THE  AIR  QUALITY  AND  GROUND 
WATER  MONITORING  SYSTEMS,  AS  BOB  EXPLAINED.   AND  WE 
BELIEVE  THAT  THIS  SITE  WILL  ALSO  OFFER  IN  THE  VERY  NEAR 
FUTURE  ALTERNATIVES  FOR  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  AS  WELL  FROM  SOME 
OF  ITS  CURRENT  AND  EMERGING  LANDFILL  PROBLEMS  AND  DISPOSAL 

PROBLEMS. 

WITH  THAT  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  TURN  IT  BACK  TO  YOU 
FOR  QUESTIONS,  IF  YOU  HAVE  ANY  OF  US  AND  OUR  TEAM,  OR 
PUBLIC  TESTIMONY,  WHATEVER  PLEASURE  YOUR  COMMISSION  HAS. 

MS.  VALDEZ:   I  HAVE  JUST  A  COUPLE  OF  QUESTIONS. 

I  BELIEVE  IT  WAS  LAST  WEEK  THERE  WAS  AN  ARTICLE 
IN  THE  PAPER  ABOUT  NEW  REQUIREMENTS  REGARDING  LANDFILL 
LINERS  FROM  THE  E.P.A.,  AND  I  WAS  WONDERING  IF  YOU'RE 
FAMILIAR  WITH  THOSE  REQUIREMENTS  AND  HOW  THEY  MIGHT 
CONFORM  TO  WHATEVER  YOU'RE  PROJECTING  WITH  YOUR  LINER? 

MR.  KOVALL:  YES,  WE  ARE.  OF  COURSE,  AS  YOU  MAY  HAVE 
NOTED  IN  THAT  ARTICLE,  THOSE  REQUIREMENTS  HAVE  BEEN  MOVING 
WITHIN  THE  E.P.A.  AND  THE  WHITE  HOUSE  OFFICE  OF  MANAGEMENT 
AND  BUDGET  FOR  A  LONG,  LONG  TIME.   WE  HAVE  BEEN  LOOKING  AT 
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IT.   AND  I  THINK  THEY  WERE  RELEASED  AS  A  RESULT  OF  A 

2  LAWSUIT. 

3  BUT  RATHER  THAN  ME  TELL  YOU  ABOUT  THE  SPECIFICS, 
H  I  THINK  I  WOULD  RATHER  TURN  IT  OVER  TO  ONE  OF  OUR 

5  TECHNICAL  PEOPLE  WHO  COULD  TALK  ABOUT  IT. 

6  BRUCE  MURPHY. 

7  MR.  MURPHY:   COMMISSIONERS,  MY  NAME  IS  BRUCE  MURPHY, 

8  I'M  A  PRINCIPAL  WITH  THE  P.R.A.  GROUP  IN  HAYWARD, 

9  CALIFORNIA.   WE'RE  THE  ENGINEER  OF  RECORD  FOR  THE  LANDFILL 

10  DESIGN  OF  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  PROJECT. 

11  REGARDING  SUBTITLE  D,  THIS  NEW  REGULATION  HAS 

12  JUST  BEEN  PROMULGATED  JUST  A  WEEK  AGO.   WE  UNDERSTAND  THAT 
15  OUR  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  CHAPTER  15  REGULATIONS  WITH  THE 

14  WATER  QUALITY  CONTROL  BOARD  BASICALLY  ARE  EQUIVALENT  TO 

15  MOST  OF  THE  FEDERAL  REGULATIONS. 

16  THERE  ARE  A  COUPLE  OF  AREAS  ON  LINERS  AND 

17  LEACHATE  COLLECTION  CONTROL  AND  GROUND  WATER  MONITORING 

18  WHICH  OUR  SITE  WILL  EXCEED  THE  FEDERAL  REGULATION.   SO  I 

19  THINK  THAT  WHEN  WE  SAY  THIS  IS  GOING  TO  BE  A 

20  STATE-OF-THE-ART  LANDFILL  AND  COMING  UP  TO  THE  LATEST 

21  SUBTITLE  D  REGULATIONS  WITH  THE  FEDERAL  REGULATIONS,  THAT 

22  WE  WILL  HAVE  ONE  OF  THE  BEST  STATE-OF-THE-ART  LANDFILLS  IN 

23  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA. 
MS.  VALDEZ:   CAN  YOU  JUST  — 
MR.  MURPHY:   AGAIN,  THESE  NEW  REGULATIONS  ARE  BEING 

PROMULGATED  AND  THEY'RE  JUST  OUT,  SO  THE  DETAILS  OF  THEM 
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ARE   STILL  TO   BE   DETERMINED,    AND   HOW  THEY'RE   GOING   TO 
AFFECT  CALIFORNIA,    AND   HOW  THEY'RE   GOING   TO   BE   INTEGRATED 
IN   WITH   THE   WATER   BOARD    IS   SOMETHING   TO   BE   DETERMINED. 

MS.    VALDEZ:      WELL,    I   THINK    I    PERSONALLY  WILL   HAVE   A 
LOT  MORE   QUESTIONS   AT  THE   NEXT   HEARING   REGARDING   THE 
TECHNICAL  ASPECTS   OF  THE   LINER,    BUT   I    SEEM  TO   HAVE  TROUBLE 
CONCEPTUALIZING   HOW   THIS   LINER,    THIS   PLASTIC    LINER,    CAN 
RETAIN  ALL  OF  THIS  WEIGHT. 

MR.    MURPHY:      RIGHT. 

MS.    VALDEZ:      CAN   YOU   EXPLAIN  THAT  TO   ME  TO   SOME 
DEGREE?      WE'LL   PROBABLY   HAVE  MORE   OF  AN   OPPORTUNITY   — 

MR.    MURPHY:      RIGHT. 

MS.    VALDEZ:      —  AT  THE   NEXT   HEARING,    BUT   I   — 
WOULDN'T   IT   SNAG   OR   — 

MR.    MURPHY:      WELL,    THE   LINER    ITSELF   IS   GOING  TO   BE 
BASICALLY  ON  TOP   OF  A   VERY   FIRM,    NON-YIELDING   FOUNDATION 
SURFACE.      IT'S   GOING  TO   BE   ONE   OF  THE  THICKEST   SYNTHETIC 
OR   PLASTIC    LINERS   THAT   IS   BUILT,    OR   CAN   BE  BUILT,    UNDER 
OUR   PRESENT  TECHNOLOGY. 

MS.    VALDEZ:      BUT  THE   LINER   WILL   ALSO   GO   UP   ON  THE 


SIDES? 

MR.    MURPHY: 

PRACTICAL. 

MS.    VALDEZ: 
MR.    MURPHY: 


IT  WILL   GO   UP   ON  THE   SIDES,    AS    FAR   AS 

BUT  THE   SIDES   ARE   STAGGERED? 

WELL,    UNFORTUNATELY,    I   WISH    I    HAD   A 


CROSS-SECTION   OF   HOW   OUR   LATTER   DESIGN   WOULD   LOOK.      BUT 
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BASICALLY,  WE  PREPARE  THE  BOTTOM  OF  THE  CANYON  OR  THE  EAST 
PIT  AND  WE  PUT  BASICALLY  GRADED  LAYERS  OF  SOIL  THAT'S 
COMPACTED  TO  PROPER  SPECIFICATIONS. 

SO  WE'RE  LAYING  THE  LINER  BASICALLY  ON  TOP  OF  A 
FLAT  SURFACE  THAT  HAS  NOTHING  TO  PENETRATE  THAT  LINER.   IT 

6  GOES  UP  THE  SIDE  SLOPES,  ON  A  VERY  FLAT  SURFACE  ALSO,  AND 

7  IS  ANCHORED  IN  ON  BENCHES.   SO  THERE'S  A  — 

8  MS.  VALDEZ:   WHAT  DOES  THAT  MEAN,  "ANCHORED  IN"? 

9  MR.  MURPHY:   WELL,  IT'S  TIED  IN,  IT'S  ATTACHED  TO  THE 

10  SIDES  SO  IT  WILL  NOT  SLIP  DOWN. 

11  THE  DESIGN  OF  THIS  TYPE  OF  SYSTEM  IS  UNDER  VERY 

12  CLOSE  SCRUTINY  WITH  THE  REGIONAL  WATER  QUALITY  CONTROL 

13  BOARD  AND  ALSO  THE  INTEGRATED  WASTE  MANAGEMENT  BOARD. 

14  VERY  CLOSE  SCRUTINY.   SO  THERE  IS  GOING  TO  BE  A  LOT  OF 

15  PEER  REVIEW  AND  A  LOT  OF  OPINIONS  FROM  THE  STATE  BEFORE  WE 

16  ARE  ALLOWED  TO  BUILD  THIS. 

17  BUT  IT  WILL  BE  A  STATE-OF-THE-ART  SYSTEM.   IT 

18  WILL  BE  BACKED  UP  WITH  A  CLAY  LINER,  AS  BOB  KOVALL 

19  MENTIONED,  OF  CLAY  TAILINGS,  THAT'S  ON-SITE,  THAT  HAS  A 

20  VERY,  VERY  LOW  PERMEABILITY. 

21  SO  OUR  SYSTEM  IS  BOTH  CLAY  AND  A  SYNTHETIC 
LINER. 

MS.  VALDEZ:   WELL,  WHAT  I'M  TRYING  TO  CONCEPTUALIZE 
IS,  YOU  HAVE  THIS  LINER,  AND  THEN  YOU  HAVE  THE  WASTE,  AND 
THEN  YOU  HAVE  THE  TAILINGS.   AND  THAT  JUST  GETS  LAYERED. 

MR.  MURPHY:   WELL,  WE  HAVE  A  FOUNDATION  SOIL,  WE  HAVE 
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A  CLAY  LINER,  AND  ON  TOP  OF  THE  CLAY  LINER  WE  HAVE  THE 
SYNTHETIC  LINER,  AND  ON  TOP  OF  THE  SYNTHETIC  LINER  WE  HAVE 
A  LEACHATE  COLLECTION  DRAIN,  WHICH  IS  GRAVEL,  WHICH  WOULD 
COLLECT  ANY  OF  THE  LEACHATE  WHICH  IS  GENERATED  WITHIN  THE 
LANDFILL.   ABOVE  THAT  WE  HAVE  THE  PROTECTIVE  SOIL,  AND 
ABOVE  THAT  WE  HAVE  THE  REFUSE. 

SO  WE  HAVE  A  MULTIPLE  COMPONENT  SYSTEM  IN  THE 
LINER  DESIGN  RIGHT  NOW.  AND  I  THINK  IT'S  PROBABLY  BEST 
IF  —  UNFORTUNATELY,  WE  DON'T  HAVE  A  SLIDE  OR  ANYTHING, 
BUT  WE  DO  HAVE  A  SLIDE  CONCEPTUALLY  SHOWING  IT. 

MR.  KOVALL:   AT  OUR  NEXT  HEARING. 

MR.  MURPHY:   WE  CAN  ANSWER  THAT  IN  QUITE  A  BIT  OF 
DETAIL  IN  OUR  NEXT  — 

MS.  VALDE2:   SURE.   I'M  SURE  WE  WILL.   I  KEEP 
THINKING  THAT  THE  WASTE  IS,  YOU  KNOW,  THESE  TAILINGS  ARE 
HEAVY,  SO  THE  STACKING  OF  ALL  OF  THIS,  IT  JUST  SOUNDS  LIKE 
THE  WEIGHT  OF  ALL  OF  THAT  COULD  NOT  REALLY  SUPPORT  THIS 
LINER  THAT  WE'RE  DISCUSSING.   AND  I'M  NOT  A  TECHNICIAN,  SO 
I  AM  TRYING  TO  CONCEPTUALLY  UNDERSTAND  THIS. 

MR.  MURPHY:   WELL,  WE'LL  GO  THROUGH  A  LOT  OF  PEER 
REVIEW  WITH  THE  STATE,  AND  OUR  ENGINEERING  CALCULATIONS 
WILL  DETERMINE  THE  OVERBURDEN  LOADING  TO  ENSURE  THAT  THERE 
IS  NO  BREACH  OF  THAT  LINER  SYSTEM. 
THANK  YOU. 

MS.  VALDEZ:   I  HAD  A  COUPLE  MORE  QUESTIONS  FOR 
MR.  KOVALL. 
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1  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   SURE. 

2  MS.  VALDEZ:   YOU  SAID  THAT  YOU  WERE  REACHING  SOME 

3  AGREEMENTS  WITH  FISH  AND  GAME? 
H  MR.  KOVALL:   WELL,  I'M  NOT  AWARE  OF  THE  AGREEMENTS. 

WE  ARE  AWARE  OF  SOME  REQUIREMENTS  THAT  FISH  AND  GAME  WILL 
HAVE.   BUT  I'M  NOT  AWARE  — 
MS.  VALDEZ:   OH,  OKAY. 

MR.  KOVALL:   —  THAT  WE'RE  AT  AN  AGREEMENT  POINT. 
I  DON'T  THINK  WE'LL  GET  THERE  UNTIL  THE  E.I.R.  IS  FINALLY 
CERTIFIED,  THEN  WE'LL  HAVE  TO  ENTER  INTO  THOSE  AGREEMENTS. 
4a  MS.  VALDEZ:   OKAY.   THERE'S  TWO  HAULING  FACILITIES  IN 

THE  PROJECT.   HOW  FAR  ARE  EACH  OF  THEM  FROM 

13  ONE  SCHOOL  IN  EXISTENCE  IN  DESERT  CENTER.   HOW  FAR  ARE 

14  EACH  OF  THOSE  HAULING  FACILITIES  FROM  THE  SCHOOL  THAT  IS 

15  IN  OPERATION? 

16  MR.  KOVALL:"  FROM  THE  --  EXCUSE  ME  —  PART  OF  THE 

17  PROJECT  —  I  GUESS  I  MISSED  THE  QUESTION. 

18  MS.  VALDEZ:   THERE  IS  A  SCHOOL  THAT  IS  IN  EXISTENCE, 

19  AN  ELEMENTARY  SCHOOL  THAT'S  LOCATED  IN  THE  FORMER  HIGH 

20  SCHOOL. 

21  MR.  KOVALL:   RIGHT. 
MS.  VALDEZ:   AND  WHAT  I'M  TRYING  TO  DETERMINE  IS  HOW 

FAR  IS  IT  FROM  EITHER  OF  THE  THOSE  HAULING  FACILITIES? 

MR.  KOVALL:   THE  HAULING  FACILITIES.   WELL,  I'M  NOT 
SURE. 

MR.  MARES:   I  THINK  THE  QUESTION  IS  THE  APPROXIMATE 
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LOCATION  OF  THE  HIGH  SCHOOL. 

MR.    KOVALL:      WHAT  WE'RE  CALLING  THE  PHASE  ONE 
RAILYARD  IS  IN  —  IT'S  KIND  OF  HARD  —  THE  PHASE  ONE 
RAILYARD  IS  IN  THIS  GENERAL  AREA.   THE  BIG  BUILDOUT  FOR 
THE  PERMANENT  RAILYARD  IS  IN  THIS  AREA.   THE  SCHOOL  IS 
DOWN  —  DAVID,  HELP  ME. 

MR.  MARES:   JUST  OFF  THAT  MAP. 

MR.    KOVALL:      IT'S  JUST  OFF  THE  MAP,    THE  BOTTOM  HERE. 
SO   IN  TERMS  OF  SCALE  --   IT'S  MORE  THAN  1200   FEET, 
DEFINITELY.   I'M  TURNING  TO  MIKE  PERONI  HERE  TO  HELP  US 
SPECIFICALLY  WITH  HOW  FAR  IT  IS. 

IT'S  A  CONSIDERABLE  DISTANCE  FROM  THE  --  I  THINK 
THE  WHOLE  SITE  HERE   IS   SEVERAL  MILES   LONG. 

MR.    PERONI:      IT'S  AROUND  3,000   FEET. 

MR.  KOVALL:   FROM  THE  CLOSEST,  AND  PROBABLY  THREE 
TIMES  THAT  DISTANCE  FROM  THE  FULL  BUILDOUT  RAIL  FACILITY. 

MS.  VALDEZ:   OKAY.   AND  THE  CORRECTIONAL  FACILITY  IS 
VERY  CLOSE  TO  THE  FIRST  HAULING? 

MR.  KOVALL:   VERY  CLOSE  TO  THE  PHASE  ONE,  YES.   VERY 
CLOSE  MEANING  HALF  OF  THAT  DISTANCE,  ABOUT  1500  FEET.   SO 
IT'S  RIGHT  HERE.   SO  IT'S  ROUGHLY  HALF  OF  THAT  DISTANCE. 
AGAIN,  THE  PHASE  ONE  FACILITY,  AS  WE  ENVISION 
IT,  IS  GOING  TO  BE  UTILIZED  UNTIL  WE  BEGIN  OPERATIONS 
ABOVE  ONE  TRAIN  A  DAY,  OR,  AS  BOB  SAID,  ABOUT  3,000  TO 
4,000  TONS  A  DAY.   AT  THAT  TIME,  WE'RE  GOING  TO 
PERMANENTLY  MOVE  THE  RAIL  OFFLOADING  OPERATIONS  TO  THE 
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1  EAST  END,  TO  THE  PERMANENT  FACILITY,  AND  THE  ONLY  BASIC 

2  RAIL  MOVEMENT  THAT  WILL  OCCUR  BY  THE  CORRECTIONAL  FACILITY 

3  HILL  BE  FOR  MAINTENANCE,  YOU  KNOW,  BRINGING  ENGINES  AND 

4  CARS  UP  FOR  REQUIRED  MAINTENANCE  OPERATIONS. 

5  MS.  VALDEZ:   AS  YOU  UNDERSTAND  IT,  WHAT  IS  THE 

6  PROCESS  YOU  GO  THROUGH  WITH  SOUTH  COAST  AIR  QUALITY 

7  DISTRICT  TO  GET  THIS  PERMIT? 

8  MR.  KOVALL:   I  AM  GOING  TO  TURN  IT  OVER  TO  THE 

9  EXPERT. 

10  GARY?   GARY  RUBENSTEIN. 

11  MR.  RUBENSTEIN:   THANK  YOU.   MY  NAME  IS  GARY 

12  RUBENSTEIN.   I'M  A  PARTNER  IN  THE  FIRM  OF  SIERRA  RESEARCH. 

13  WE'RE  AN  AIR  QUALITY  CONSULTANT  FIRM  BASED  IN  SACRAMENTO, 

14  CALIFORNIA.   I'VE  GOT  OVER  18  YEARS'  EXPERIENCE  WORKING  IN 

15  THE  AIR  QUALITY  FIELD,  INCLUDING  A  YEAR  SPENT  WITH  THE 

16  CALIFORNIA  RESOURCES  BOARD.   WE  PREPARED  THE  AIR  QUALITY 

17  REPORT  IN  THE  E.I.R. 

18  THE  REQUIREMENTS  FOR  GETTING  A  PERMIT  FOR  THE 

19  PROJECT  IN  THE  SOUTH  COAST  DISTRICT  INVOLVED  TAKING  THE 

20  INFORMATION  THAT'S  IN  THE  E.I.R.  AND  PUTTING  IT  INTO  THE 

21  PROPER  FORMAT,  SITTING  DOWN  WITH  THE  DISTRICT,  DISCUSSING 

22  WITH  THEM  THE  TWO  KEY  ISSUES  THAT  THEY  HAVE  TO  DECIDE 

23  BEFORE  THEY  CAN  ISSUE  THE  PROJECT'S  PERMIT. 

24  THE  FIRST  ONE  IS  WHETHER  THE  PROJECT'S  USING 

25  WHAT'S  CALLED  THE  BEST  AVAILABLE  EMISSION  CONTROL 

26  TECHNOLOGY.   AND  THE  SECOND  IS  WHETHER  THE  PROJECT  HAS 
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1  PROVIDED  ADEQUATE  OFFSETS  FOR  MITIGATION  IN  THE  CONTEXT  OF 

2  THE  DISTRICT'S  REGULATION,  WHICH  IS  —  WHICH  THE  CONCEPT 

3  IS  SIMILAR  TO  MITIGATION  UNDER  C.E.Q.A. 

4  SO  THE  ISSUES  THAT  WE'LL  HAVE  TO  DEAL  WITH  WITH 

5  THE  SOUTH  COAST  ARE  VERY  SIMILAR  TO  THOSE  THAT  WE'RE 

6  DEALING  WITH  ALREADY  IN  THE  E.I.R.,  ALTHOUGH  IN  A 

7  DIFFERENT  REGULATORY  SETTING.   AND  THE  APPLICATION  IS 

8  EXPECTED  TO  BE  FILED  BEFORE  THE  END  OF  THE  YEAR. 

9  MS.  VALDEZ:   HAVE  THEY  SUBMITTED  ANY  COMMENTS  ON  YOUR 

10  E.I.R.  THAT  YOU  KNOW  OF? 

11  MR.  RUBENSTEIN:   WE  HAVE  SEEN  SOME  DRAFT  COMMENTS 

12  THAT  THEY  HAVE  PREPARED,  AND  WE  DO  EXPECT  SOME  FORMAL 

13  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  ON  THE  E.I.R.  BEFORE  THE  CLOSE  OF  THE 

14  COMMENT  PERIOD.   AND  WE  WILL  ADDRESS  THOSE. 

15  MS.  VALDEZ:   I  THINK  I  WILL  HOLD  ON  ANY  FURTHER 

16  QUESTIONS  BECAUSE  I  WOULD  PROBABLY  RATHER  WAIT  UNTIL  THE 

17  NEXT  HEARING,  BECAUSE  I  HAVE  A  WHOLE  SERIES  OF  THEM. 

18  IF  ANYBODY  ELSE  HAS  ANY  MORE  QUESTIONS,  IF  NOT, 

19  I  GUESS  WE  CAN  HEAR  — 

20  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   IS  THAT  THE  END  OF  YOUR 

21  PRESENTATION? 

22  MR.  KOVALL:   YES.   I  JUST  WANT  TO  FOLLOW  UP  ON  YOUR 

23  FIRST  QUESTION. 

24  BEFORE  THE  NEXT  HEARING  WE'LL  DIRECT  THE 

25  CONSULTANTS  AND  STAFF  TO  PREPARE  A  RESPONSE  TO  THE 

26  SUBTITLE  D  REGULATIONS  AND  HOW  THEY  APPLY  TO  THIS,  AS  WELL 
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1  AS  A  CONCEPTUALIZATION  OF  HOW  THE  LINER  LEACHATE 

2  PROTECTION  RECOVERY  SYSTEM  WORKS  IN  THE  LANDFILL. 

3  MS.  VALDEZ:   THAT  WILL  BE  NICE.   I'M  LOOKING  FORWARD 

4  TO  IT. 

5  MR.  KOVALL:   OTHERWISE,  NOTHING. 

6  THANK  YOU. 

7  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   SO  YOU'RE  DONE  IN  PRESENTING 

8  YOUR  — 

9  MR.  KOVALL:   YES.   THANK  YOU  VERY  MUCH. 

10  MS.  VALDEZ:   IF  WE  COULD,  I  THINK  IT  MIGHT  BE  A  GOOD 

11  TIME  TO  TAKE  A  BREAK  BEFORE  WE  START  TESTIMONY. 

12  WILL  THAT  BE  OKAY,  MR.  CHAIRMAN? 

13  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   SURE.   WE'RE  GOING  TO  THEN  TAKE  A 

14  VERY  SHORT  BREAK  BEFORE  WE  START  HEARING  FROM  THE  PUBLIC. 

15  (BREAK  IN  PROCEEDINGS.) 

16  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   WELL,  IT  DOESN'T  LOOK  LIKE  MANY  OF 

17  YOU  LEFT.   GREAT  TRY. 

18  MR.  RICHARDS:   I  GUESS  I  CAN  TURN  DOWN  THE  AIR 

19  CONDITIONER  NOW,  RIGHT? 

20  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   WE'LL  CALL  OUR  HEARING  BACK  TO 

21  ORDER. 

22  MS.  VALDEZ:   AND  I  JUST  WANTED  TO  SAY  THAT  THERE  IS  A 

23  REPRESENTATIVE  HERE  FROM  THE  —  THERE  IS  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
2H  HERE  —  I  WANTED  TO  HEAR  ABOUT  THE  PROGRESS  IN  THE 

25  DEVELOPMENT  AGREEMENT,  AND  THERE  SHOULD  BE  SOMEONE  HERE 

26  FROM  THE  ADMINISTRATIVE  OFFICE  WHO  CAN  GIVE  US  AN  UPDATE. 
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I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  KNOW  WHAT  THAT  STATUS  IS. 

MR.  LASHBROOK:   GOOD  AFTERNOON.   MY  NAME  IS  RICHARD 
LASHBROOK  (PHONETIC).   I'M  WITH  THE  COUNTY  ADMINISTRATIVE 

OFFICE. 

STATUS  OF  THE  DEVELOPMENT  AGREEMENT  IS  THAT 
WE'VE  MET  SEVERAL  TIMES  WITH  THE  APPLICANTS  OF  MINE 
RECLAMATION  CORPORATION.   THERE  HAVE  BEEN  TWO  OR  THREE 
DIFFERENT  DRAFTS  DEVELOPED.   WE'RE  IN  THE  PROCESS  OF 
AWAITING  ANOTHER  DRAFT.   WE  HAVE  SOME  INFORMATION  TO 
PROVIDE  TO  THEM.   SO  THE  PROCESS  IS  ONGOING. 

THE  DEVELOPMENT  AGREEMENT  ITSELF  IS  —  IT'S  AN 
IMPORTANT  DOCUMENT  BOTH  FROM  THE  PERSPECTIVE  OF  THE  COUNTY 
AND  FROM  THE  PERSPECTIVE  OF  THE  APPLICANT,  IN  THAT  IT'S  A 
DOCUMENT  THAT  WILL  PROVIDE  FOR  THE  PAYMENT  OF  --  WE'LL 
CALL  THEM  MITIGATION  FEES  OR  FEES  TO  THE  COUNTY  FOR  THE 
IMPORTATION  OF  WASTE.   BUT  IT  ALSO  PROVIDES  THE  APPLICANT 
THE  ASSURANCE  OF  THEIR  ABILITY,  ONCE  THEY  HAVE  GONE 
THROUGH  THE  PERMITTING  PROCESS,  TO  OPERATE  LANDFILLS. 

SO  THERE'S  AMPLE  REASON  ON  BOTH  SIDES  FOR  THE 
PARTIES  TO  ENTER  INTO  THE  DEVELOPMENT  AGREEMENT.   IT  IS 
THE  DOCUMENT  --  ONE  OF  THE  DOCUMENTS  THAT  WILL  BE  PART  OF 
THE  FINAL  APPROVAL  BY  THE  COUNTY.   IT  IS  NOT  A  DOCUMENT 
THAT  THE  COUNTY,  FOR  EXAMPLE,  WOULD  WANT  TO  ENTER  INTO 
PRIOR  TO  THE  TIME  THAT  THE  OTHER  PERMITS  AND  THE  OTHER 
APPROVALS,  ADDITIONAL  APPROVALS,  HAVE  BEEN  CONSIDERED  AND 
APPROVED.   IT  WILL  BE  ONE  OF  THE  FINAL  DOCUMENTS  THAT  THE 
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COUNTY  WILL  SIGN. 

MS.  VALDEZ:   WHAT  —  WHY  DO  WE  NEED  TO  SEPARATE  THE 
ELEMENTS  OF  THIS  AGREEMENT  WITH  THE  CONDITIONS  OF 
APPROVAL?   I'M  NOT  SURE  I  UNDERSTAND  WHICH  GO  WHERE,  OR 
WHAT  THE  DIFFERENCE  IS. 

MR.  LASHBROOK:   WELL,  IN  THE  DEVELOPMENT  AGREEMENT,  I 
GUESS  YOU  WANT  TO  KNOW  WHY  YOU  WOULD  NOT  HAVE  A  FINAL 
VERSION  AT  THE  PLANNIN6  COMMISSION.   IS  THAT  THE  — 

MS.  VALDEZ:   MY  QUESTION  IS,  WHAT  ELEMENTS  MIGHT  GO 
INTO  THE  DEVELOPMENT  AGREEMENT  AND  WHAT  ELEMENTS  MIGHT  GO 
INTO  THE  CONDITIONS  OF  APPROVAL  IF  WE  GO  THROUGH  THAT 
WHOLE  PROCESS?   I  DON'T  UNDERSTAND  THE  DIFFERENCE. 
I  MIGHT  ASK  RICHARD  THAT. 

MR.  RICHARDS:   THE  CONDITIONS  OF  APPROVAL  ARE 
INTENDED  TO  SET  SOME  CONTROLS  ON  THE  PROJECT  ITSELF.   AND 
WHAT  THE  DEVELOPMENT  AGREEMENT  WILL  DO  WILL  REACH  --  WILL 
BE  A  CONTRACT  BETWEEN  THE  APPLICANT  AND  THE  COUNTY,  THAT 
THE  APPLICANT  WILL  RECEIVE  A  --  AN  INVESTING  TO  DEVELOP 
THE  PROJECT,  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  INVEST  CERTAIN  PERMITS  TO 
THIS  PROCESS,  AND  CERTAIN  --  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  DEVELOP 
THAT  PROCESS  UNDER,  IF  YOU  WILL,  UNDER  TODAY'S  RULES,  TO 
SOME  EXTENT. 

NOW,  THAT  HASN'T  BEEN  TOTALLY  IRONED  OUT  YET, 
BUT  UNDER  TODAY'S  RULES,  THE  COUNTY  WILL  RECEIVE  CERTAIN 
PUBLIC  BENEFITS,  OKAY,  UNDER  THAT  CONTRACT.   AND  THAT  IS 
WHAT  RICHARD  WAS  REFERRING  TO  A  MINUTE  AGO.   THE 
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CONDITIONS  OF  APPROVAL  WILL  BE  —  AND  THE  SPECIFIC  PLAN 

2 

ITSELF  WILL  SET  THE  CONTROLS,  THE  DEVELOPMENT  CONTROLS  ON 

3 

THAT  PROPERTY.   AND  MAYBE  I'LL  STOP  THERE  FOR  THE  MOMENT. 

4 

DOES  THAT  ANSWER  YOUR  QUESTION? 

5 

MS.  VALDEZ:   YEAH,  PRETTY  MUCH,  UH-HUH. 

6 

CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   OKAY.   IS  THAT  ENOUGH  OF 

7 

MR.  LASHBROOK? 

8 

MS.  VALDEZ:   I  THINK  FOR  NOW.   THANK  YOU. 

9 

CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   OKAY,  THEN,  WE'RE  GOING  TO  GET  INTO 

10 

TESTIMONY  FROM  THE  PUBLIC. 

11 

I'M  GOING  TO  BE  USING  THE  SLIPS  THAT  I'VE  ASKED 

12 

THAT  YOU  SUBMIT,  SO  ANY  OF  YOU  THAT  STILL  HAVEN'T 

!         13 

SUBMITTED  SLIPS  AND  YOU  WISH  TO  SPEAK,  PLEASE  GET  THE 

1 

SLIPS  IN  TO  US. 

15 

I         16 
17 

I'LL  BE  CALLING  OUT  THE  NAME  OF  THE  SPEAKER,  AND 
ALSO  GIVING  THE  NEXT  SPEAKER,  SO  IF  YOU  COULD  PERHAPS  USE 

THE  FRONT  SEAT  HERE  AS  KIND  OF  AN  ON-DECK  CHAIR,  THAT 

:• 

18 

WOULD  KEEP  US  MOVING  WELL. 

1         19 

MS.  VALDEZ:   MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  KNOW  HOW 

|         20 

MANY  INDIVIDUALS  HAVE  SUBMITTED  SLIPS  TO  TESTIFY. 

?         21 

CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   I  HAVE  SEVEN  FOR,  TWO  NEUTRAL,  AND 

|         22 

FOURTEEN  AGAINST  AT  THIS  POINT. 

I                       25 

WHAT  TIME  LIMIT  WOULD  YOU  LIKE? 

24 

MS.  VALDEZ:   I  THINK  THREE  MINUTES  WOULD  BE  FINE. 

|         25 

MR.  CHARPIED:   EXCUSE  ME,  IS  IT  POSSIBLE,  BECAUSE  I 

> 

1         26 

> 

1; 

KNOW  THAT  WHAT  I  HAVE  PREPARED  WILL  GO  MORE  THAN  THREE 

5 
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MINUTES,  IS  IT  POSSIBLE  FOR  ME  TO  GO  AT  THE  END,  THAT 

WAY  --  YOU  WERE  GOING  TO  LET  US  GO  IN  ADDITION,  THAT  WAY  I 

WOULDN'T  HAVE  TO  BE  — 

CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   I  CAN  DO  THAT.   WHAT'S  YOUR  NAME? 

MR.  CHARPIED:   LARRY  CHARPIED. 

CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   OKAY. 

MR.  CHARPIED:   THANK  YOU. 

CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   WE  WILL  START  THEN  WITH  THE  PEOPLE 
WHO  ARE  IN  FAVOR  OF  THE  PROJECT,  AND  THEN  GO  TO  THE  TWO 
NEUTRALS,  AND  THEN  GO  TO  THE  PEOPLE  IN  OPPOSITION. 

THE  FIRST  SPEAKER  I  HAVE  GARY  GIBBONS,  FOLLOWED 
BY  GERALD  FAWCETT. 

MR.  GIBBONS:   MY  NAME  IS  GARY  GIBBONS,  861  RANCHO. 
AM  I  SUPPOSED  TO  GIVE  MY  ADDRESS?  THERE  IS  A  SIGN  THERE 
THAT  SAYS  SPELL  NAME  AND  GIVE  ADDRESS.   GIBBONS. 

I  WOULD  JUST  LIKE  TO  MAKE  A  FEW  BRIEF  COMMENTS, 
AND  THEY  CENTER  AROUND  A  COUPLE  OF  MOTIVATIONS  FOR  PEOPLE 
AND  VOTERS  AND  INDIVIDUAL  CITIZENS  IN  GENERAL. 

PUBLIC  ATTITUDE  STUDIES  HAVE  SHOWN  THAT  THE  MOST 
FRUSTRATING  THING  FOR  GENERAL  CITIZENRY  TODAY  IN  DEALING 
WITH  PEOPLE  IN  DECISION-MAKING  CAPABILITY,  THAT  IS 
INSTITUTIONS  OF  DECISION-MAKING  CAPABILITY,  IS  THE 
FRUSTRATION  THAT  GOES  ALONG  WITH  SEEING  ESSENTIAL 
DECISIONS  PUT  OFF  FOR  LONG  PERIODS  OF  TIME. 

MR.  WOLF:   SIR,  COULD  YOU  SPEAK  INTO  THE  MICROPHONE, 
IT'S  VERY  DIFFICULT  — 
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MR.  GIBBONS:   YOU  CAN'T  HEAR  ME? 

MR.  WOLF:   WELL,  AT  LEAST  I  CAN'T. 

MR.  GIBBONS:   WELL,  IF  I  MAY  RETRACT  A  FEW  SENTENCES, 
THEN.   I  WANT  TO  SET  THE  TONE  OF  WHAT  I'M  GOING  TO  SAY, 
BASICALLY  IN  THAT  PUBLIC  ATTITUDE  STUDIES  SHOW  THAT  PEOPLE 
ARE  FRUSTRATED  WITH  OUR  SOCIETY'S  IN-GENERAL  ATTITUDE  TO 
PUT  IMPORTANT  DECISIONS  OFF  AND  TO  BURDEN  OUR  CHILDREN 
WITH  LARGER  PROBLEMS,  MORE  COSTLY  PROBLEMS,  AND  PROBLEMS 
THAT  GET  SCARIER  WITH  EVERY  GENERATION. 

AND  I'M  HERE  TODAY  -  I  DROVE  ALL  THE  WAY  OUT 
HERE  FROM  LONG  BEACH,  I'M  NOT  A  LOCAL  PERSON,  ALTHOUGH  I 
DO  OWN  PROPERTY  OUT  HERE  —  TO  SIMPLY  SAY  THAT  THE 
DECISION  WE  HAVE  HERE  SHOULD  BE  VIEWED  IN  THE  CONTEXT  OF 
THE  ENTIRE  SOCIETY  IN  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA.   THE 
METROPOLITAN  AREA,  THE  MORE  DENSELY  POPULATED  PORTIONS  OF 
CALIFORNIA,  DO  HAVE  AND  PROVIDE  ANCILLARY  BENEFITS  TO  YOU 
HERE  IN  THE  COACHELLA  VALLEY,  BENEFITS  IN  TERMS  OF  JOBS,  A 
STRONG  ECONOMY,  WHICH  MAKES  US,  AS  A  REGION,  THE  SEVENTH 
LARGEST  COMMUNITY  IN  THE  WORLD.   BENEFITS  THAT  CENTER 
AROUND  THE  MAINTENANCE  OF  FLOOD  CONTROL,  TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEMS  AND  VIRTUALLY  ALL  KINDS  OF  INFRASTRUCTURE  WHICH  IS 
FUNDED  IN  PART  BY  OUR  TAX  DOLLARS  AS  WELL  AS  YOURS. 

I  WANT  TO  EMPHASIZE  THAT  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  REPORT,  AS  I'VE  SEEN  IT  PREPARED  AND  WRITTEN,  AND 
I'VE  READ  THROUGH  IT,  PROVIDES  A  BASIS  FOR  INFORMED  DEBATE 
ON  THIS  ISSUE.   AND  I  WANT  TO  URGE  YOU,  AS  THE  ADOPTION 
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1  PERIOD  COMES  UP,  TO  AGREE  THAT  THIS  REPORT  SHOULD  FORM  OUR 

2  BASIS  FOR  THE  CONSIDERATION  OF  WHAT  IS  A  VERY  IMPORTANT 

3  REGIONAL  PROBLEM,  BECAUSE  IF  HE  CAN'T  TRY  TO  MAKE  THESE 

4  DECISIONS,  THEN  WHAT  WILL  THE  NEXT  GENERATION  OF  ALL 

5  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIANS  DO  WITH  THE  PROBLEM? 

6  THAT'S  REALLY  ALL  I  HAVE  TO  SAY. 

7  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THANK  YOU. 

8  NEXT  SPEAKER  IS  GERALD  FAWCETT,  FOLLOWED  BY 

9  ALLEN  REAMES. 

10  MR.  FAWCETT:   LADIES  AND  GENTLEMEN,  THE  COMMISSION, 

11  MY  NAME  IS  GERALD  FAWCETT.   I'M  EXECUTIVE  VICE  PRESIDENT 

12  OF  KAISER  STEEL  RESOURCES.   I  SPEAK  HERE  TODAY  ON  BEHALF 

13  OF  THE  MANAGEMENT  OF  KAISER  STEEL  RESOURCES,  ITS 

14  EMPLOYEES,  ITS  RETIREES  AND  ITS  STOCKHOLDERS. 

15  WE  HAVE  BEFORE  US  A  VISIONARY  AND  IMPORTANT 

16  PROJECT  WHICH  ATTEMPTS  TO  PUT  FORWARD  ONE  SOLUTION  TO  THE 

17  PRESSING  PROBLEM  OF  WASTE  MANAGEMENT  AND  DISPOSAL  IN 

18  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA.   THIS  IS  AN  IMPORTANT  ROLE  FOR  MY 

19  COMPANY,  IT'S  AN  IMPORTANT  ROLE  FOR  THIS  COUNTY  IN 

20  ADDRESSING  THIS  REGIONAL  PROBLEM.   AND  IT'S  SUCH  A 

21  REGIONAL  PROBLEM  THAT  THE  FOCUS  OF  THE  ATTENTION  THAT'S 

22  GOING  TO  BE  PAID  TO  HOW  WE  IN  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  HANDLE 

23  OUR  REGIONAL  PROBLEMS  WILL  NOT  ONLY  BE  NATIONWIDE,  BUT  IT 

24  WILL  GAIN  WORLDWIDE  ATTENTION. 

25  THIS  PROJECT  REPRESENTS  AN  IMPORTANT  SOURCE  OF 

26  REVENUE  TO  THE  COUNTY  OF  RIVERSIDE,  SOME  30  MILLION 
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1  DOLLARS  A  YEAR  AT  PERMIT  CAPACITY.   IT  WILL  PROVIDE  AN 

2  ECONOMIC  REVITALIZATION  AND  IMPETUS  TO  THE  WESTERN 
5  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  AREA. 

4  THERE  HAS  BEEN  AN  EXTENSIVE  AND  EXHAUSTIVE 

5  INVESTIGATION  WHICH  RESULTED  INTO  THE  PREPARATION  OF  THE 

6  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT.   THIS  REPORT  SHOWS  THAT  THE 

7  PROJECT  IS  FEASIBLE  AND  THAT  THE  IMPACTS  THAT  WILL  BE 

8  BROUGHT  ABOUT  BY  THE  APPROVAL  OF  THIS  PROJECT  WILL  BE 

9  MINIMAL,  AND  THEY  WILL  BE  CERTAINLY  TOLERATED  BY  THE 

10  DESERT  ITSELF,  BY  ALL  OF  THE  NEARBY  COMMUNITIES,  AND  BY 

11  WILDLIFE. 

12  THIS  PROJECT  WILL  PROVIDE  A  RECLAMATION  FOR  A 
15  HEAVILY  IMPACTED  AREA  THAT  WOULD  NOT  IN  ANY  OTHER  MANNER 

14  BE  POSSIBLE.   THE  REBUILDING  AND  THE  RECONTOURING  OF  THE 

15  DESERT  MOUNTAIN  PROFILE  IS  A  SIGNIFICANT  PART  OF  THIS 

16  PROJECT. 

17  ON  BEHALF  OF  KAISER  STEEL  RESOURCES,  I  WOULD 

18  URGE  EACH  OF  YOU  TO  STUDY  THIS  E.I.R.  AND  TO  RECOMMEND 

19  FINAL  APPROVAL  OF  THIS  PROJECT.   THANK  YOU. 

20  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THANK  YOU. 

21  MR.  SMITH:   SIR,  I  HAVE  A  QUESTION  OF  YOU. 

22  THERE  WAS  MENTION  OF  186  CARDS  FROM  KAISER 

23  EMPLOYEES.   WERE  YOU  INVOLVED  IN  ANY  OF  THAT? 

24  MR.  FAWCETT:   I  BELIEVE  THAT  THAT  WAS  A  RESULT  OF  AN 

25  EFFORT  BY  MINE  RECLAMATION  CORPORATION  AND  V.E.B.A.,  WHICH 

26  IS  THE  REPRESENTATIVE  OF  THE  KAISER  RETIREES,  TO  HAVE  EACH 
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1  OF  THE  RETIREES  HAVE  AN  OPPORTUNITY  TO  MAKE  THEIR  DESIRES 

2  KNOWN. 
MR.  SMITH: 

:  MENTIONED  FOR.   WERE  THERE  ANY  OPPOSED  TO  IT? 
MR.  FAWCETT:   I  CAN'T  TELL  YOU.   I  DIDN'T  SEE  THEM. 

6  MR.  SMITH; 

7  MR.  FAWCETT:   ANY  OTHER  QUESTIONS? 
CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THANK  YOU,  MR.  FAWCETT. 

ALLEN  REAMES,  FOLLOWED  BY  KEN  —  IT  LOOK  LIKES 
STATLER. 

MR.  REAMES:   YES.   I  ASK  NO  SPECIAL  FAVOR  OF  THE 
COMMISSION,  AS  MR.  CHARPIED  DID,  BUT  I  WOULD  ASK  THAT  KEN 
STATLER  YIELD  HIS  TIME  TO  ME. 

MR.  STATLER:   YES,  I  WILL. 

CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   FINE. 

MR.  REAMES:'  MEMBERS  OF  THE  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  PLANNING 

17  COMMISSION,  MY  NAME  IS  ALLEN  REAMES.   I  AM  A  RESIDENT  OF 

18  DESERT  CENTER. 

19  THIS  ORAL  PRESENTATION  IS  AN  ABSTRACT  OF  MY 

20  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  WHICH  HAVE  BEEN  SUPPLIED  TO  EACH  OF  YOU. 

21  I  AM  HERE  TO  SUPPORT  THIS  PROJECT  AS  A  SAFE, 

22  LARGE  AND  PERMANENT  BUSINESS  TO  AID  OUR  ECONOMICALLY 

23  STRESSED  VALLEY. 

24  CALIFORNIA  GOVERNMENT  CODE  SECTIONS  65030  AND 

25  65030.2  STATE  THAT  IT  IS  THE  PUBLIC  POLICY  OF  THIS  STATE 

26  TO  CONSIDER  ECONOMIC  AND  SOCIAL  DESIRABILITY,  BOTH  LONG 
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AND  SHORT-TERM,  IN  YOUR  DELIBERATIONS. 

WE  HAVE  AND  WILL  HEAR  A  LOT  OF  OPINIONS  ON 
ENVIRONMENTAL  ISSUES.   MY  PURPOSE  IS  TO  ADDRESS  ECONOMIC 

ONES. 

AFTER  AN  EXHAUSTIVE  ANALYSIS  OF  FIFTEEN  BROAD 
ENVIRONMENTAL  AREAS,  ONLY  ONE,  AIR  QUALITY,  IS  SAID  TO  BE 
SIGNIFICANTLY  IMPACTED  AFTER  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE 
MITIGATION  MEASURES. 

THIS  IS  A  LARGE  PROJECT  WITH  ENORMOUS  ECONOMIC 
VALUE.   I  SUBMIT  IT  IS  EASIER  TO  MONITOR  MITIGATION  IN  ONE 
LARGE  PROJECT  THAN  IN  THOUSANDS  OF  SMALLER  ONES  WHOSE 
COMBINED  IMPACT  IS  THE  SAME. 

THE  CALIFORNIA  LEGISLATURE  REQUIRES  YOU  TO 
BALANCE  THE  PROBLEMS  AGAINST  THE  BENEFITS.   WITH  ONLY  ONE 
AREA  OF  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACT,  THE  POSSIBLE  DAMAGE  FROM  THAT 
ONE  MUST  BE  OVERWHELMING  TO  OFFSET  THE  CERTAIN  ECONOMIC 
BENEFITS  OF  THE  WHOLE. 

THIS  PROJECT  IS  NOT  THE  SOURCE  OF  OUR  PRESENT 
AIR  POLLUTION.   AUTO  EXHAUST  MAY  BE.   THIS  BODY  HAS  NO 
CONTROL  OVER  THE  AMOUNT  OF  TRAFFIC  ON  I -10.   IT  WILL 
CERTAINLY  INCREASE. 

IF  THE  PROJECT  BEING  DEVELOPED  WAS  FOR  A  YUMA, 
ARIZONA  LANDFILL,  THIS  HEARING  WOULD  NOT  BE  NECESSARY. 
THE  ECONOMIC  BENEFITS  WOULD  NOT  FLOW  TO  THIS  COUNTY,  YET 
THE  MAJORITY  OF  THE  SIGNIFICANT  AIR  QUALITY  IMPACTS  WOULD 
STILL  OCCUR. 
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THIS  PROJECT  MEANS  MONEY.   RIVERSIDE  COUNTY'S 
SECURE  TAX  ROLES  WILL  RISE,  PROVIDING  MORE  FUNDS  TO  ALLOH 
THE  COUNTY  GOVERNMENT  TO  SUPPLY  ITS  ESSENTIAL  AND  MANDATED 

SERVICES. 

THIS  PROJECT  MEANS  MONEY.   RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  WILL 
RECEIVE  A  FEE  FOR  EACH  TON  OF  TRASH  DUMPED.   THOSE  FUNDS, 
A  LARGE  PORTION  OF  WHICH  ARE  SCHEDULED  FOR  THE  DESERT 
AREAS,  CAN  PERMIT  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  TO  PROVIDE  PUBLIC 
IMPROVEMENTS  WHICH  ARE  PRESENTLY  BEYOND  ANY  BUDGETARY 

DREAMS. 

THIS  PROJECT  MEANS  MONEY.   THE  RETIREES  OF 
KAISER  STEEL  CAN  REGAIN  THEIR  PROMISED  HEALTH  BENEFITS 
WHICH  WERE  LOST  IN  THE  COMPANY'S  BANKRUPTCY.   THAT  IS 
CLEARLY  PART  OF  THE  SOCIAL  AND  ECONOMIC  CONSIDERATIONS 
THAT  THE  CALIFORNIA  LEGISLATURE  ENVISIONED. 

THIS  PROJECT  MEANS  MONEY.   WE  LOOK  TOWARDS  150 
NEW  FAMILIES,  SHOPPERS,  STIMULATING  NEW  BUSINESS,  AND 
AGAIN  RAISING  THE  COUNTY'S  REVENUES.   NEW  CHILDREN, 
PERHAPS  400  OF  THEM.   MAYBE  OUR  HIGH  SCHOOL  CAN  BE 
RETURNED  TO  DESERT  CENTER,  SAVING  OUR  TEENAGERS  FIFTEEN 
GRUELING  HOURS  A  WEEK  ON  A  BUS,  TIME  FOR  THEM  TO  ENJOY 
EXTRACURRICULAR  ACTIVITIES  SO  IMPORTANT  TO  SOUND 
CITIZENSHIP.   OUR  CHILDREN  COULD  HAVE  POST-SCHOOL 
EMPLOYMENT  OPPORTUNITIES  NEAR  HOME,  NOW  VIRTUALLY 
NON-EXISTENT. 

YES,  THIS  PROJECT  IS  ABOUT  MONEY:   MONEY  FOR 
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1  GOVERNMENT  USE  FOR  THE  PUBLIC  GOOD;  MONEY  FOR  HEALTH 

2  BENEFITS  FOR  KAISER  RETIREES;  MONEY  FOR  JOBS,  FAMILIES  AND 

3  CHILDREN;  MONEY  FOR  SCHOOLS;  MONEY  FOR  SHORT-TERM 

4  BENEFITS;  MONEY  FOR  LONG-TERM  BENEFITS;  MONEY  FOR  GROWTH; 

5  MONEY  TO  BUILD  A  FUTURE  AND  A  COMMUNITY  IN  WHICH  TO  ENJOY 

6  IT. 

7  PUT  YOURSELVES  IN  OUR  SHOES,  IN  OUR  ISOLATION. 

8  CONSIDER  THAT  YOU  LIVE  HERE  IN  BERMUDA  DUNES.   SHOP  FOR 

9  GROCERIES  IN  TWENTYNINE  PALMS.   SEE  YOUR  DOCTOR  IN 

10  REDLANDS.   CALL  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  FOR  ASSISTANCE  IN  HEMET. 

11  SEND  YOUR  TEENAGERS  TO  WESTMORELAND  TO  SCHOOL.   BANK  IN 

12  BANNING.   AND,  BY  THE  WAY,  TAKE  YOUR  OWN  GARBAGE  TO  THE 

13  DUMP. 

1H  IS  THAT  GARBAGE  THAT  THEY  ARE  GOING  TO  BRING 

15  FROM  LOS  ANGELES?   NO.   IT'S  PROSPERITY.   THAT  IS  WHAT  I 

16  LEARNED  ON  A  TRIP  TO  ARLINGTON,  OREGON.   THEY  HAVE  A 

17  SIMILAR  ISOLATED  COMMUNITY  AND  A  LANDFILL  PULLING  WASTE 

18  FROM  PORTLAND,  OREGON,  150  MILES  AWAY,  BY  TRUCK  RIGHT 

19  THROUGH  THE  MIDDLE  OF  TOWN.   THEY  HAVE  NEW  HOUSES,  NEW 

20  BUSINESSES,  REDUCED  TAXES,  ECONOMIC  PROSPERITY,  AND 

21  GROWTH.   ALL  WITH  AN  ENVIRONMENTALLY  SAFE  LANDFILL. 

22  GIVE  US  THE  CHANCE  TO  PARTICIPATE  IN  THE 

23  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  OF  THE  AREA.   GIVE  US  A  STRONG,  LONG-TERM 

24  BUSINESS  WHICH  HAS  DEMONSTRATED  ITS  SOCIAL  CONCERN. 

25  LET'S  BECOME  A  NEIGHBORHOOD,  NOT  A  GROUP  OF  ISOLATED 

26  BACKYARDS. 
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1  DESERT  CENTER,  COACHELLA  VALLEY,  RIVERSIDE 

2  COUNTY  AND  HUGE  POPULATION  CENTERS  TO  THE  WEST  CAN  WORK 

3  TOGETHER  TO  SOLVE  A  SERIOUS  AREA  PROBLEM  AND  IMPROVE  THE 

4  QUALITY  OF  LIFE  IN  THE  AREA.   THAT  IS  WHAT  THE  CALIFORNIA 

5  LEGISLATURE  SAID.   LOOK  ALSO  TO  THE  SOCIAL  AND  ECONOMIC 

6  DESIRABILITY  OF  LAND  USE. 

7  I  URGE  YOU,  I  IMPLORE  YOU,  TO  APPROVE  THIS 

8  USEFUL,  ECONOMIC  AND  ENVIRONMENTALLY  SAFE  PROJECT.   THANK 

9  YOU. 

10  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THANK  YOU,  MR.  REAMES. 

11  NEXT  SPEAKER  IS  CHRIS  LANCASTER.   HE  WILL  BE 

12  FOLLOWED  BY  RON  BITONTI . 

10    13  MR.  LANCASTER:   MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THANK  YOU  VERY  MUCH. 

14  MY  NAME  IS  CHRIS  LANCASTER.   I  AM  THE  MAYOR  OF  THE  CITY  OF 

15  COVINA  IN  THE  EASTERN  PORTION  OF  THE  SAN  GABRIEL  VALLEY, 

16  AND  I  DO  APPRECIATE  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  ADDRESS  WHAT  I 

17  FEEL  IS  A  CRITICAL  ISSUE  FACING  THE  SAN  GABRIEL  VALLEY. 

18  THE  MANAGEMENT  OF  SOLID  WASTE  IN  THE  '90'S  MUST 

19  BE  A  TOP  PRIORITY  FOR  EVERY  COMMUNITY.   IN  MY  CITY, 

20  COVINA,  WE  ARE  ON  THE  CUTTING  EDGE  OF  MEETING  THIS 

21  CHALLENGE  OF  SOLID  WASTE  MANAGEMENT.   WE  HAVE  BEEN  TALKING 

22  ON  A  REGULAR  BASIS  TO  MINE  RECLAMATION,  AND  WE  ARE  IN 

23  SUPPORT  OF  THIS  CONCEPT  OF  RAIL  HAUL. 

24  NOW,  I  CAME  DOWN  HERE  TODAY  NOT  AS  A 

25  SPOKESPERSON  FOR  THE  SAN  GABRIEL  VALLEY,  BUT  AS  A  MAYOR  OF 

26  A  SIGNIFICANT  CITY  IN  THE  SAN  GABRIEL  VALLEY.   AND  I  WANT 
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1  TO  LET  YOU  KNOW  THAT  I  CONTACT  AND  COMMUNICATE  WITH  CITIES 

2  IN  THE  SAN  GABRIEL  VALLEY  ON  A  DAILY  BASIS,  AND  THERE  ARE 

3  MANY  CITIES  WHO  ARE  IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  RAIL  HAUL  CONCEPT. 

4  I  AM  ALSO  A  BOARD  MEMBER  ON  THE  L.A.  COUNTY 

5  SANITATION  DISTRICT,  WHICH  IS  ALSO  IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  RAIL 

6  HAUL  CONCEPT. 

7  WE  IN  THE  SAN  GABRIEL  VALLEY  HAVE  FOUR  LANDFILLS 

8  REACHING  CAPACITY.   WE  ARE  LOOKING  FOR  ADDITIONAL 

9  OPPORTUNITIES  TO  CREATE  ADDITIONAL  SPACE  IN  OUR  LANDFILLS. 

10  SOLID  WASTE  MANAGEMENT  HAS  BECOME  A  REGIONAL 

11  CHALLENGE  THAT  DEMANDS  A  PLAN  OF  ACTION  IMMEDIATELY. 

12  LANDFILLS  IN  CLOSE  PROXIMITY  TO  POPULOUS  AREAS  CAN  NO 

13  LONGER  BE  PLANNED  OR  SUPPORTED  BY  OUR  CITIZENS,  AND  THE 

1H  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  PLAN  MAY  WELL  BE  THE  FIRST  GIANT  STEP  TO  AN 

15  ULTIMATE  SOLUTION  OVER  TIME. 

16  ELECTED  OFFICIALS  IN  MY  AREA  HAVE  BEEN  GREATLY 

17  IMPRESSED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  AT  MINE  RECLAMATION.   I,  FOR  ONE, 

18  BELIEVE  M.R.C.  IS  THE  KIND  OF  ORGANIZATION  THAT  CAN  MAKE 

19  THIS  MAJOR  PLAN  WORK,  FOR  BASICALLY  TWO  REASONS. 

20  FIRST,  M.R.C.  IS  NOT  INVOLVED  IN  CURBSIDE  PICKUP 

21  AND  WILL  NOT  IMPOSE  ITSELF  ON  OUR  CITY  DECISIONS  BY 

22  SELECTING  A  FRANCHISE  HAULER.   THERE  ARE  NO  STRINGS 

23  ATTACHED  TO  THE  PARTICIPATION  IN  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN. 

2H  SECONDLY,  M.R.C.  HAS  APPROACHED  OUR  CITIES  IN  A 

25  PROFESSIONAL  AND  DEDICATED  WAY.   I  PERSONALLY  BELIEVE  THAT 

26  M.R.C.  IS  THE  BEST  COMPANY  THAT  IS  APPROACHING  OUR  CITY 
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FOR  OUR  FUTURE  TRASH  DREAM. 

I  MUST  ADMONISH  YOU,  HOWEVER,  THAT  THEIR 
COMPETITOR  IS  MOVING  AGGRESSIVELY  IN  THE  VALLEY,  AND  IF 
DECISIONS  IN  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  ARE  NOT  TIMELY,  THE  EAGLE 
MOUNTAIN  PLAN  MAY  BE  OUTFLANKED,  AND  FEASIBLE  TRASH  DREAMS 
MAY  BE  DIRECTED  TO  ANOTHER  COUNTY,  WHO  WOULD  THEN  BENEFIT 
FROM  THE  FUTURE  MAJOR  REVENUE  SOURCE. 

AND  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  THANK  YOU  FOR  ALLOWING  ME  TO 
SHARE  THESE  THOUGHTS  WITH  YOU. 

CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THANK  YOU,  CHRIS. 

NEXT  SPEAKER  IS  RON  BITONTI,  AND  FOLLOWED  BY 
ROBERT  KEATON. 

MR.  BITONTI:   MY  NAME  IS  RON  BITONTI,  BITONTI, 
AND  I  RESIDE  AT  9127  PALO  VERDE  AVENUE  IN  FONTANA, 
CALIFORNIA. 

I  AM  A  REPRESENTIVE  OF  SOME  7,000  RETIREES  THAT 
WERE  FORMER  EMPLOYEES  OF  KAISER  STEEL  CORPORATION  THAT 
LOST  OUR  MEDICAL  BENEFITS  WHEN  THE  COMPANY  FILED 
BANKRUPTCY.   OUT  OF  THAT  BANKRUPTCY,  THE  COURT  AGREED  WITH 
US  THAT  WE  NEEDED  TO  SET  UP  A  VEHICLE  TO  RESTORE  THE 
BENEFITS  FOR  THESE  RETIREES.   AND  OUT  OF  THAT  WE  SET  UP 
WHAT  WE  CALL  A  V.E.B.A.,  VOLUNTEER  EMPLOYEE  BENEFIT 
ASSOCIATION,  WHICH  I  AM  CO-CHAIRMAN  OF. 

WE  OWN  SOME  47  PERCENT  OF  KAISER  STEEL 
RESOURCES,  THE  RETIREES.   70  PERCENT  OF  OUR  RETIREES  ARE 
OVER  60  YEARS  OF  AGE,  AND  SOME  2,000  OF  THEM  RESIDE  IN 
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1  RIVERSIDE   COUNTY. 

2  IN   ADDITION   TO   THAT,    I'M  ALSO   AN    INTERNATIONAL 

3  REPRESENTATIVE   OF   UNITED   STEEL  WORKERS   OF  AMERICA,    AND   WE 

4  REPRESENT   SOME   THOUSANDS   OF   ACTIVE   EMPLOYEES  THAT   RESIDE 

5  IN   RIVERSIDE   COUNTY,    AND   WE   WHOLEHEARTEDLY   SUPPORT  THIS 

6  PROGRAM. 

7  IF  THESE   RETIREES   EXPECT  TO   GET  ANYWHERE   NEAR 

8  THE  BENEFITS   THAT  THEY  LOST,    IT'S   ESSENTIAL  THAT  THIS 

9  PROJECT  BE   APPROVED   SO  THAT  THEY   CAN   RETURN   SOME   OF  THE 

10  BENEFITS   WHICH   --  THEY  COULDN'T   EVEN   DETERMINE  THE  AMOUNT 

11  IN  THE  BANKRUPTCY  COURT.      THEY  TALKED  ABOUT  SUMS   OF   300   TO 

12  500   MILLION   DOLLARS   IN   BENEFITS   THAT  WE   LOST. 

13  WE   THINK  THIS   IS   A   SOUND   PROJECT.      THE 

14  TECHNOLOGY   IS   THERE  TO   SATISFY   CONCERNS   OF   CERTAIN   GROUPS 

15  OR   INDIVIDUALS,    AND  WE   URGE   YOU   TO   SUPPORT  THIS    PROGRAM. 

16  THANK  YOU. 

17  MS.    VALDEZ:      MR.    BITONTI? 

18  MR.    BITONTI:      YES,    MA'AM. 

ig  MS.    VALDEZ:      IF  THIS   PROJECT   WERE  TO   BE  APPROVED  BY 

20  THE   COUNTY   OF   RIVERSIDE,    IS   THERE   AN   ABSOLUTE   GUARANTEE 

21  THAT  YOUR   --   THAT  THE   KAISER   EMPLOYEE  BENEFITS   WILL  BE 

22  REINSTATED? 

23  MR.    BITONTI:      WELL,    WE   HAVE   RESTORED   SOME   OF  THE 

24  BENEFITS   OVER  THE   FUNDS   THAT  WE   GOT  THAT  WE   WORKED   OUT 

25  DURING  THE   COURSE   OF  THE  BANKRUPTCY.      AND  ALSO,    IF  YOU 

26  FOLLOWED  THE   CASE,    THERE  WAS   MANY   LAWSUITS   THAT  WE   HAVE 
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FILED  AGAINST  INDIVIDUALS  WE  FELT  THAT  TOOK  MONEY  OUT  OF 
THIS  COMPANY  ILLEGALLY.   AND  WE  HAVE  BEEN  —  WE  ARE 
PURSUING  IT,  THOSE  CASES.   AND  WE  HAVE  RECEIVED  SOME  50  OR 
60  MILLION  DOLLARS  THUS  FAR  IN  LITIGATION.   AND  WE'RE 

5  STILL  PURSUING  THEM. 

6  BUT  THERE  IS  NO  QUESTION  IF  THIS  PROJECT  GOES, 

7  THAT  WE'RE  GOING  TO  GET  SOME  OF  THE  BENEFITS.   WHETHER  WE 

8  EVER  REACH  THE  PEAK  THAT  THEY  WERE  GETTING  AT  THE  TIME  OF 

9  WHEN  THIS  COMPANY  FILED  BANKRUPTCY,  I  DOUBT  THAT.   BUT  OUR 

10  GOAL  IS  TO  TRY  TO  RESTORE.  AS  MUCH  AS  WE  CAN. 

11  AND  LIKE  I  SAY,  MOST  OF  OUR  PEOPLE  LIVE  IN  THE 

12  AREA,  AND  THEY'RE  ON  THE  KAISER  HEALTH  PLAN.   AND  WE'VE 

13  TRIED  OUR  BEST  TO  RESTORE  AS  MUCH  AS  WE  CAN.   AND  WE'RE 

14  PROVIDING  A  FULL  PAID  PRESCRIPTION  PROGRAM  FOR  THESE 

15  PEOPLE  NOW  OVER  THE  FUNDS  THAT  WE'VE  GOTTEN  OUT  OF  THE 

16  BANKRUPTCY  THUS  FAR  IN  PURSUING  THIS  LITIGATION.   AND  THIS 

17  PROJECT  WILL  REALLY  PUT  US  UPHILL  IN  REGARD  TO  RESTORING 

18  THOSE  BENEFITS. 

19  MS.  VALDEZ:   THANK  YOU. 

20  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THANK  YOU. 

NEXT  SPEAKER  IS  ROBERT  KEATON,  FOLLOWED  BY  LYLE 

STEVENSON. 

AND  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  ASK  THE  APPLICANT,  MAYBE  IN 
A  FUTURE  HEARING,  IF  YOU  COULD  EXPLORE  THAT  LAST  QUESTION, 
IF  WE  COULD  GET  A  LITTLE  MORE  INFORMATION  ABOUT  THAT. 
MR.  KEATON:   THANK  YOU.   MY  NAME  IS  ROBERT  KEATON. 
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I'M  A  RESIDENT  OF  RIVERSIDE  FOR  34  YEARS,  RIVERSIDE  CITY, 

THAT  IS. 

I  WORKED  FOR  KAISER  STEEL  FOR  28  YEARS  PRIOR  TO 
RETIRING.   YES,  I  WOULD  SAY  THAT  I  AM  CONCERNED  SOMEWHAT 
ABOUT  MY  RETIREMENT  BENEFITS.   BUT  I  WOULD  HAVE  TO  SAY 
THAT  I  HAVE  TO  PUT  THAT  IN  THE  BACKGROUND  WHEN  I  LOOK  AT 
THE  PROBLEM  THAT'S  FACING  US  AS  A  SOCIETY,  AS  FAR  AS 
GETTING  RID  OF  OUR  DISPOSABLES. 

WE  ARE  ONE  COUNTY,  WE  ARE  ONE  STATE,  AND  WE  ARE 
ONE  COUNTRY,  AND  WE'RE. FASTLY  BECOMING  ONE  WORLD.   AND  I 
WOULD  ASK  THE  RESIDENTS  OF  THE  COUNTY  THAT  LIVE  IN  THE 
EASTERN  PART  WHO  ARE  OPPOSED  TO  THIS  PROJECT  TO  CONSIDER 
FOR  A  MOMENT  WHERE  THEIR  GASOLINE  COMES  FROM;  FROM  THE 
REFINERIES  IN  LOS  ANGELES  AND  LONG  BEACH.   AND  WHERE  DOES 
THE  OIL  COME  FROM?   IT  COMES  FROM  OVERSEAS,  MUCH  OF  IT, 
FROM  ALASKA.   IT  COMES  FROM  THE  CATTLEMAN  HILLS  IN 
CALIFORNIA,  YET  THEY  DERIVE  THE  BENEFITS  FROM  THOSE 
THINGS.   AND  AS  FAR  AS  I  KNOW,  THE  REFINERIES  STILL  ARE  A 
PRETTY  SERIOUS  SMOG-PRODUCING  UNIT  THAT  WE  HAVE  IN  OUR 

INDUSTRY. 

■  SO  I  WOULD  URGE  YOU,  FOR  THE  BENEFIT  OF  OUR 
PUBLIC  SOCIETY,  AND  SO  THAT  THE  FELLOW  WHO  WAS  SHOWN  ON  A 
TRUCK  WITH  HIS  LOADED  TRASH  --  AND  I  DON'T  THINK  HE  WAS 
GOING  TO  THE  DUMP.   I  THINK  HE  WAS  GOING  TO  ONE  OF  OUR 
SIDE  ROADS  AND  DUMPING  IT  ON  THE  SIDE.   AND  IF  YOU  DRIVE 
THE  BACK  ROADS  OF  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY,  YOU'LL  FIND  LOTS  OF 
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THAT.   AND  WHY  IS  THAT?   BECAUSE  WE  DON'T  HAVE  A  PLACE  FOR 
THEM  TO  GO  TO  GET  RID  OF  THE  JUNK.   THE  CITIES  WON'T  TAKE 
IT.   THE  COUNTIES  WON'T  TAKE  IT.   SO  WHAT  DOES  HE  DO  WITH 
IT?  HE  DUMPS  IT  ON  THE  SIDE  OF  THE  ROAD.   AND  THAT'S  A 
BAD  SITUATION  IN  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY,  I  ASSURE  YOU. 

THANK  YOU  VERY  MUCH.   AND  I  URGE  YOUR  SUPPORT 
FOR  THIS  PROJECT. 

CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THANK  YOU,  MR.  KEATON. 

LYLE  STEVENSON  IS  NEXT,  AND  HE'S  THE  LAST 
SUPPORTER.  THEN  WE'LL  GO  TO  NEUTRAL.  AND  THE  NEXT 
SPEAKER  IN  THAT  ARENA  IS  ERIK  --  LOOKS  LIKE  JOKI. 

MR.  STEVENSON:   THANK  YOU,  MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS 
OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

MY  NAME  IS  LYLE  B.  STEVENSON,  PROPERLY  KNOWN  AS 
SCOTTIE  STEVENSON.   I'M  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  V.E.B.A. 

MR.  BITONTI  PRETTY  MUCH  INDICATED  IN  HIS  REMARKS 
EVERYTHING  THAT  I  WANTED  TO  SAY. 

I  MIGHT  LIKE  TO  ELABORATE  ON  YOUR  QUESTION, 
THOUGH,  MS.  VALDEZ,  AS  TO  IS  THERE  ANY  ASSURANCE  THAT  THE 
FUNDS  WILL  FUNNEL  BACK  TO  RETIREES. 

I  THINK  MR.  BITONTI  INDICATED  THAT  THE  TRUST 
OWNS  48  PERCENT  OF  THE  STOCK  OF  KAISER  STEEL  RESOURCES. 
THAT  STOCK,  WE  FEEL,  WILL  INCREASE  IN  VALUE.   WE  ARE  GOING 
TO  USE  THE  STOCK  TO  FUND  THE  TRUST  AS  TIME  GOES  ON. 

RIGHT  NOW  THE  STOCK  IS  WORTH  CLOSE  TO  50  MILLION 
DOLLARS.   WE  WOULD  HOPE  THAT  THAT  MIGHT  DOUBLE,  AND  THAT 
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WAY  PROVIDE  THE  FUNDS  THAT  THEY  LOST. 

AS  MR.  BITONTI  INDICATED,  IT  WAS  ESTIMATED 
PRETTY  CLOSE  TO  500  MILLION  DOLLARS  WAS  LOST  BY  THE 
RETIREES.   WE  DON'T  THINK  WE'RE  EVER  GOING  TO  GET  NEAR 
THAT.   BUT  IT'S  A  STEP  IN  THE  RIGHT  DIRECTION. 

AND,  OF  COURSE,  THERE'S  TWO  WAYS  TO  THINK  ABOUT 
IT.   NOT  ONLY  THE  INCREASE  IN  VALUE  OF  THE  STOCK,  BUT  ALSO 
DIVIDENDS  THAT  WOULD  FLOW  THROUGH  THE  STOCK  FROM  THE 
COMPANY  AS  THE  REVENUES  FLOAT  INTO  THE  COMPANY.   AND  THAT 
OF  COURSE  IS  SOMETHING  THAT  WE  CANNOT  DETERMINE,  ONLY  THE 
BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  COMPANY  CAN  DETERMINE. 

WE  WILL  BENEFIT  BY  THE  STOCK  APPRECIATION. 
THANK  YOU. 
MS.  VALDEZ:   THANK  YOU. 
CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THANK  YOU. 

NEXT  SPEAKER  IS  ERIK  JOKI,  AND  FOLLOWED  BY 
DR.  EMILY  NELSON. 

MR.  JOKI:   IT'S  JOKI,  MR.  CHAIRMAN. 
CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   OKAY. 

MR.  JOKI:   IT'S  SPELLED  JOKI.   AND  THE  STREET 
ADDRESS  IS  72-687  SUN  VALLEY  LANE  IN  PALM  DESERT. 

THE  BRIEFEST  OF  REACTIONS  TO  SOME  THINGS  COVERED 

IN  THE  E.I.R. 

NUMBER  ONE,  IF  YOU  WERE  TO  DO  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL 
EVALUATION  OF  A  PRODUCT,  YOU  COULD  USE  THE  LIFE  CYCLE 
ANALYSIS,  TAKING  THE  ITEM  THROUGH  THE  ENTIRE  PROCESS  FROM 
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RAH  MATERIALS  TO  DISPOSAL. 

2  TODAY  YOU  HAVE  TO  LOOK  AT  THIS  PROJECT  THE  SAME 

3  WAY  AND  TREAT  IT  AS  A  SYSTEM.   FROM  THE  M.R.F.'S  IN  L.A. 

15  4       TO  THE  TRANSPORTATION  FUNCTION  TO  THE  LANDFILL.   BUT  THE 

5  E.I.R.  DOESN'T  DISCUSS  THE  M.R.F.'S  IN  ANY  DETAIL.   THEY 

6  ARE  THE  CRUCIAL  BEGINNING  STEPS  OF  THE  WASTE  HANDLING 

7  SYSTEM,  AND  OBVIOUSLY  AFFECTS  WHAT  COMES  THROUGH  OUR 

8  VALLEY  AND  WHAT  GOES  INTO  THE  PIT  IN  THE  NEXT  VALLEY. 

16  9  ALSO,  THE  TRANSPORTATION  CORRIDOR  ISN'T 

10  DISCUSSED  IN  DETAIL.   IT'S  THE  CRUCIAL  CONNECTOR  BETWEEN 

11  THE  M.R.F.'S  AND  THE  PROJECT  SITE,  AND  OBVIOUSLY  HAS  GREAT 

12  IMPACT  ON  THIS  VALLEY. 

17  13  NUMBER  TWO,  EARTHQUAKES.   I  CERTAINLY  DON'T  MEAN 

14  TO  STAND  UP  HERE  IN  FRONT  OF  YOU  TODAY  AND  DENIGRATE  THE 

15  FINE  FOLKS  AT  RECON.   I  CAN'T  BEGIN  TO  FATHOM  THE  NUMBER 

16  OF  MANHOURS  INVOLVED  IN  TURNING  OUT  A  THOUSAND  PAGES  OF 

17  E.I.R.  AND  THREE  VOLUMES  WORTH  OF  DOCUMENT.   BUT  IF  YOU'RE 

18  GOING  TO  BUILD  THE  WORLD'S  LARGEST  LANDFILL  AND  YOU'RE 

19  GOING  TO  TRANSPORT  TRASH  RIGHT  ALONG  THE  SIDE  OF  THE 

20  WORLD'S  MOST  WELL-KNOWN  EARTHQUAKE  FAULT,  THEN  COMMON 

21  SENSE  SAYS  YOU  HAVE  TO  TALK  ABOUT  IT  IN  THE  E.I.R. 

22  THE  E.I.R.  DOES  TALK  ABOUT  ARCHEOLOGY  AND 
PALEONTOLGY,  AND  THAT'S  GREAT.   BUT  DOESN'T  COMMON  SENSE 
TELL  US  THAT  THERE  IS  GOING  TO  BE  MORE  IMPACT  ON  MORE 
PEOPLE  FROM  AN  INCIDENT  OF  SEISMICITY  THAN  AN  INCIDENT  OF 

26  ARCHEOLOGY? 
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1  IF  THE  COMMISSIONERS  ASKED  FOR  A  PARTY  OF 

2  VOLUNTEERS  TO  60  HIKING  TO  THE  FAULT  LINE,  THEY'D  GO  OUT 

3  OF  THIS  ROOM  AND  GO  ACROSS  THE  RAILROAD  AND  GO  ACROSS  THE 

4  FREEWAY  AND  BE  UP  IN  THE  SAN  ANDREAS  AND  BACK  BEFORE  THIS 

5  HEARING  CAME  TO  A  CLOSE.   IT'S  NOT  THAT  FAR  AWAY,  FOLKS. 

6  IT  NEEDS  TO  BE  ADDRESSED,  INSTEAD  OF  MERELY  SHOWN  IN  A 

7  FIGURE  IN  THE  E.I.R. 

18  8  NUMBER  THREE.   AS  OF  ONE  WEEK  AGO  TODAY,  THE 

9  E.P.A.  HAS  ISSUED  NEW  REGULATIONS  FOR  LANDFILLS.   COMPLETE 

10  COVERAGE  OF  HOW  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  MEASURES  UP  TO  THESE  RULES 

11  NEEDS  TO  BE  INCLUDED  IN  THE  FINAL  E.I.R. 

19  12  NUMBER  FOUR.   LET'S  HIT  ON  SOME  INCONSISTENT 

13  THEMES.   AIR  QUALITY,  AS  AN  EXAMPLE.   E.I.R.  SAYS  THAT  AIR 

14  WILL  BE  WORSE  OUT  HERE,  BUT  BETTER  IN  L.A.   SO  THEIR 

15  INNERBASIN  ASSESSMENT  SAYS  THAT  OVERALL  IT'S  A  GOOD  DEAL. 

16  I  WOULD  SUBMIT  THAT  THAT  SAME  OVERALL  APPROACH  NEEDS  TO  BE 

17  APPLIED  ELSEWHERE  BESIDES  HERE. 

20  18  NEXT,  SCREENING.   WITHIN  THE  E.I.R.  DIFFERENT 

19  SCENARIOS  ARE  GIVEN  OF  SCREENING  RANDOM  CONTAINERS  AT  THE 

20  SITE  VERSUS  ALL  ARRIVING  CONTAINERS.   THE  PROJECTED  NUMBER 

21  OF  APPROXIMATELY  150  SITE  WORKERS  AREN'T  CAPABLE  OF 

22  SORTING  HO   MILLION  POUNDS  OF  TRASH  ARRIVING  EACH  DAY. 

23  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   ERIK,  DO  YOU  HAVE  MUCH  MORE  TO  GO? 

24  MR.  JOKI:   I'M  ABOUT  HALFWAY,  BECAUSE  I  OBVIOUSLY 

25  DIDN'T  PLAN  ON  THREE  MINUTES. 

26  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   WELL,  I  NEED  TO  PROBABLY  DEFER  YOU 
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1  TO  THE  END.  AND  WE'LL  PICK  UP  YOUR  TESTIMONY  AT  THAT 

2  POINT. 

3  MR.  JOKI:   THAT'S  FINE. 

4  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THE  NEXT  SPEAKER  IS  DR.  EMILY 

5  NELSON,  AND  FOLLOWED  BY  THE  START  OF  THE  OPPOSITION  WITH 

6  DEE  DEE  STONE. 

7  MR.  JOKI:   MIGHT  I  ASK  TO  FINISH  ONE  SECTION? 

8  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   SURE,  GO  AHEAD. 

21  9  MR.  JOKI:   TRUCKS.   ONE  OF  THE  ARGUMENTS  FOR  TRUCKS 

10  IS  THE  ABILITY  TO  RESPOND  TO  RAIL  ACCIDENTS.   BUT 

11  ELSEWHERE  THE  E.I.R.  SAYS  THAT  WE'RE  LOOKING  AT  VERY 

12  LITTLE  EXPOSURE  OF  INCREASED  RAIL  ACCIDENTS.   SOMEWHERE 

13  THERE  IS  AN  INCONSISTENCY  IN  THERE. 

22  It  FINALLY,  GROUND  WATER  IN  THE  PIT.   THE  E.I.R. 

15  PRESENTS  CONFLICTING  INFLOW  ON  WHAT'S  HAPPENING  IN  THE 

16  PIT,  AND  IGNORES  A  COUPLE  OF  THINGS  THAT  PROBABLY  WILL 

17  HAPPEN.   BUT  IT  GETS  SCARY  AT  THE  END  OF  THE  REPORT.   I 

18  QUOTE  FROM  PAGE  599: 

19  "THE  PROJECT'S  DESIGN  HAS  MANY 

20  FEATURES  AND  CONDITIONS  TO 

21  AVOID  GROUND  WATER  CONTAMINATION." 

22  THAT'S  THE  GOOD  NEWS. 

23  "BUT  IF  IT  WERE  TO  POLLUTE  THE 

24  GROUND  WATER  IN  THE  CHUCKWALLA 

25  BASIN,  THE  IMPACT  WOULD  BE  ONE  OF 

26  VERY  LONG-TERM  SIGNIFICANCE." 
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QUOTING  FURTHER: 

2  "THE  CONTAMINATION  WOULD  AFFECT 

3  SUCH  A  LARGE  VOLUME  OF  GROUND 

WATER,  THAT  REMEDIATION  OF  THE 

5  PROBLEM  WOULD  BE  EXTREMELY 

6  '  DIFFICULT." 

7  I'LL  TALK  TO  YOU  FOLKS  IN  A  BIT. 

8  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THANK  YOU. 

9  DR.  NELSON:   HI,  MY  NAME  IS  DR.  EMILY  NELSON,  AND  I 

10  AM  HERE  IN  A  NEUTRAL  POSITION,  BECAUSE  I  DON'T  BELIEVE  WE 

11  CAN  MAKE  A  DECISION  ON  THIS  PROJECT  UNTIL  WE  HAVE  AN 

12  ADEQUATE  E.I.R. 

13  AT  THIS  POINT  I  BELIEVE  THE  DOCUMENT  IS 

14  INADEQUATE  AND  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  LIST  FOR  YOU  SEVERAL  THINGS 

15  THAT  SHOULD  BE  ADDED  TO  THE  ANALYSIS. 

16  I'M  HERE  TODAY  REPRESENTING  MYSELF,  AS  AN 

17  ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENTIST.   I  HAVE  A  DOCTORATE  IN 

18  ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCE  AND  ENGINEERING  FROM  U.C.L.A.'S 

19  SCHOOL  OF  PUBLIC  HEALTH. 

20  I  AM,  AS  A  WAY  OF  BACKGROUND,  ALSO  AN  APPOINTED 

21  MEMBER  TO  ENERGY  ENVIRONMENT  COMMITTEE,  AND  I  AM  CHAIRMAN 
OF  THE  PM-10  TECHNICAL  WORKING  GROUP.   PM-10  IS  THE 
FINDERS  (INAUDIBLE)  THAT  WE  EXCEED  E.P.A.'S  HEALTH 
STANDARDS  FOR  HERE  IN  THE  COACHELLA  VALLEY. 

THANK  YOU  FOR  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  REVIEW  THESE 
26       DOCUMENTS  AND  TO  SPEAK  TO  YOU  TODAY. 
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1  MOST  OF  MY  CONCERNS  WILL  BE  RELATED  TO  AIR 

I  HAVE  ELEVEN  YEARS  OF  EXPERIENCE  IN  THE  AIR 

3  QUALITY  FIELD,  WORKING  FOR  THE  SOUTH  COAST  AIR  QUALITY 

4  MANAGEMENT  DISTRICT  FOR  SEVEN  YEARS,  AND  HAVE  BEEN  A 

5  CONSULTANT  FOR  THE  LAST  FOUR  YEARS. 

23a    6  MY  EXPERTISE  IS  IN  HEALTH,  SO  I  AM  CONCERNED 

7  THAT  WE  ADEQUATELY  PRESENT  WHAT  THE  AIR  QUALITY  IMPACTS 

8  WILL  BE.   AND  THAT  IS  WHERE  I  FEEL  THE  DOCUMENT  IS 

9  ESPECIALLY  INADEQUATE. 

10  THE  E.I.S./E.I.R.  STATES  THAT  THERE  WILL  BE  A 

11  VARIATION  IN  AIR  QUALITY  DUE  TO  INCREASED  EMISSIONS  IN 

12  BOTH  THE  SOUTH  COAST  AIR  BASIN  AND  THE  DESERT  AREAS. 

13  HOWEVER,  THEN  THEY  TALK  ABOUT  THE  BENEFITS  TO  THE 

14  LOS  ANGELES  AREA  FROM  THE  REDUCED  INDIVIDUAL  TRUCK 

15  TRAFFIC. 

16  THERE  NEEDS  TO  BE  A  REGIONAL  AIR  QUALITY 

17  ANALYSIS  THAT  SHOWS  US  WHAT  THE  BENEFIT  TO  L.A.  WILL  BE  TO 

18  COACHELLA,  AND  PARTIALLY  —  PARTS  OF  THE  EASTERN  PORTION 

19  OF  THE  COUNTY,  VERSUS  THE  IMPACT  TO  THIS  PORTION  OF  THE 

20  VALLEY. 

21  CERTAINLY  WE  KNOW.   WE  LIVE  IN  THE  VALLEY  HERE. 
WE  HAVE  THE  SAME  PARAMETERS  THAT  LOS  ANGELES  HAS  IN  TERMS 
OF  CONSTRAINTS  GEOLOGICALLY  —  GEOGRAPHICALLY.   WE  DON'T 
HAVE  THE  POPULATION  JUST  YET  TO  ADD  ALL  OF  THE  INITIAL 
INDUSTRIES,  BUT  BETWEEN  ON  AND  OFFSHORE  BREEZE  — 
UNFORTUNATELY  AN  OFFSHORE  BREEZE  IS  LOS  ANGELES  AIR,  NOT 
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THE   ONSHORE   AIR   —  AND  WE   HAVE   THE   SUNSHINE   TO   COOK   THOSE 
POLLUTANTS   AND   FORM   AN   OZONE   OVER   TIME. 

AS   WE   HAVE   THE   NEW   EMISSIONS,    THOUSANDS   OF 
POUNDS   OF   NITROGEN   OXIDE   PER   DAY,    13,000,    IS   PROJECTED 
FROM  ABOUT   SIX   TRAINS   PER   DAY,    ADDED   TO   THE   WHOLE   AREA. 
BUT  WE  DON'T   KNOW   HOW   MUCH   OF  THAT  MEANS   COACHELLA   VALLEY 
IMPACT.      THAT   WILL  DEFINITELY   INCREASE   OUR   OZONE   PROBLEM. 

8  AND  WE  DO   EXCEED   FEDERAL   OZONE   HEALTH   STANDARDS   55   DAYS 

9  PER  YEAR   CURRENTLY. 

10  SO   WE   HAVE   AN   IMMEDIATE   AIR   QUALITY   IMPACT  THAT 

11  WE  NEED  TO   CONSIDER.      AND    IT'S   A   PROBLEM  THAT  NEEDS   SOME 

12  HELP. 

13  BRIEFLY,    AS   WAS   MENTIONED   EARLIER,    IF  THE 

14  PROPOSAL   FOR   THE   PROJECT   IS   ALTERED   SO   THAT  WE   REDUCE   THE 

15  TRUCK  TRAFFIC,    THEN   WE   NEED  TO   CONSIDER   WHAT  THE 

16  ALTERNATIVE   WILL   BE.      ARE   WE  ADDING   ONE   MORE  TRAIN?      DOES 

17  THAT  MEAN   SIX   TRAINS   INSTEAD   OF   FIVE?      AND  THAT   IMPACT, 

18  THAT  AIR   QUALITY   IMPACT   NEEDS   TO   BE  ASSESSED   IN   A   FORMAL 

19  PUBLIC   REVIEW   DOCUMENT,    NOT  JUST   SOMETHING   THAT   IS 

20  CONSIDERED   LATER. 

21  OKAY.      I    HAVE   SEVERAL  MORE   VERY  TECHNICAL 
COMMENTS. 

CHAIRMAN   TURNER:      WOULD  YOU   LIKE  TO   DEFER   THEM   TO   — 
AFTER   OTHERS    SPEAK? 

DR.    NELSON:      I   WOULD   PROBABLY   HAVE  TO   JUST   SUBMIT 
25  THEM   IN   WRITING    INSTEAD   OF   READING    IT. 
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I    WOULD   LIKE   TO   SAY  THREE   MORE    ISSUES. 
PM-10,    OBVIOUSLY,    THE   FIFTH    IMPLEMENTATION    PLAN 
THAT   HAS   BEEN   PRESENTED   TO   THE   STATE   AGENCIES   AND   SURVEYS 
AND   NEEDS   TO   BE    IMPLEMENTED   IN   REGARDS   TO   THIS   PROJECT 
ALSO,    AND    INCLUDE    INNER   LINE   PM-10   CONTRIBUTIONS,    NOT   JUST 
THE   ON-SITE   PM-10   CONTRIBUTIONS. 

MS.    VALDEZ:      WHAT   IS   THE   STATUS   OF   THE   IMPLEMENTATION 
PLAN   NOW? 

DR.    NELSON:      IT'S   BEEN   ADOPTED  BY  THE   SOUTH   COAST  AIR 
QUALITY  MANAGEMENT  BOARD,    AND  WE   ARE   LOOKING   ON  TRYING   TO 
GET  THOSE   ORDINANCES   DEVELOPED   FOR  THE   COACHELLA  VALLEY 
AREA. 

WE   HAVE   A  NEED  TO   MAKE   SURE  THAT  THE   RAIL   LINE 
IS  ALSO   NOT   IMPACTING   ON   PM-10   THROUGH    ITS   USE   OF   CLEANING 
THE   RAILS   FROM   WIND-BLOWN   DUST,    THAT   KIND   OF  THING,    AS 
WELL  AS   THE   EMISSIONS   STRAIGHT  OUT  OF  THE   TRACK. 

THE   EMISSIONS   NEED  TO   BE   OFFSET   FROM   NOT  JUST 
THE   SITE   PROJECT,    WHICH    SOUTH   COAST  WILL   REQUIRE.      IT  WILL 
REQUIRE   OFFSET   OF  THOSE   EMISSIONS   SO   THAT  THERE'S   A   NET 
AIR   QUALITY   BENEFIT.      BUT  THEY  WILL   NOT  BE   ABLE  TO   REQUIRE 
OFFSETS   OF  THOSE   RAIL   LINE   EMISSIONS.      AND    I   BELIEVE   THAT 
WE  NEED,    AS   A   COUNTY,    TO   CONSIDER   THAT   —   THOSE   EMISSIONS 
SHOULD  BE   OFFSET,    TOO. 

AND   FINALLY,    MITIGATION   MEASURES   TO   REDUCE  THE 
DAMAGES   WERE   NOT   ADEQUATELY   PRESENTED   IN   THE   E.I.R.      THEY 
WERE  MENTIONED    IN   APPENDIX   E,    THE   VERY   BACK   OF   IT,    THAT 
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THERE   ARE   ALTERNATIVES   TO   DIESEL   FUEL   IN  THE   TRUCKS   AND    IN 
THE   TRAINS,    BUT   NO   BENEFIT    IS   MENTIONED    IN   TERMS   OF  A   90 
PERCENT   REDUCTION    IN   EMISSION   FROM  THE   RAILS.      THAT   IS 
SOMETHING   THAT   SOUTH   COAST   HILL   HAVE   APPROVAL   OVER   AS   FAR 
AS  THE   S.P.    MAIN   LINE   GOES.      THAT   IS   SOMETHING   THAT   LEAD 
AGENCIES   MUST   CONSIDER. 
28  HOWEVER,    RISK   ASSESSMENT  WAS   NOT  CONDUCTED   FOR 

8  THIS   PROJECT.      A   SCREENING   EVAULATION   WAS   —  TWO-PAGE 

9  SCREENING   EVALUATION   WAS    IN   APPENDIX   E   FOR   THE   LANDFILL 

10  GAS   EXPOSURE.      WE   NEED  TO   SEE   A   FINAL   —   IT  MENTIONS   THAT 

11  WE  DO   NEED   A   FORMAL   RISK   ASSESSMENT,    BUT   IT   IS   NOT  HERE 

12  FOR   PUBLIC    REVIEW.      I   THINK  THAT  THAT   IS   SOMETHING  THAT 

13  SHOULD   BE   CONTAINED   IN   THE   E.I.R./E.I.S.    PROJECT   FOR   FULL 

14  DISCLOSURE. 

15  CHAIRMAN   TURNER:      DR.    NELSON,    WOULD  YOUR   NOTES   BE 
1G                  ADEQUATE? 

17  DR.    NELSON:      I   WILL   SUBMIT  THEM   IN   WRITING. 

18  CHAIRMAN   TURNER:      OKAY,    THANK   YOU.      I    LOOK   FORWARD   TO 

19  THAT. 

20  DEE   DEE   STONE    IS   NEXT,    AND   FOLLOWED   BY  TERI 

21  ADAMS. 

29         22  MS.    STONE:      MY  NAME    IS   DEE   DEE   STONE.      I    LIVE   AT   142 

23  EAST   LAKE,    AND   THAT   IS   PALM   SPRINGS. 

24  I    AM   REALLY  A   VERY  DISAPPOINTED   PERSON   TODAY, 

25  AND   IRONICALLY   IT   IS   THE   MOST   HOLY   OF  ALL   OF   THE   JEWISH 

26  HOLIDAYS.      AND   I    LOOK  AROUND  AND   I'M  THINKING,    WE'RE 
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PLANNING  A  LANDFILL  THAT  HAS  A  LIFE  EXPECTANCY  OF  115 
YEARS,  AND  NOT  ONE  OF  US  HILL  BE  HERE  THEN.   AND  I  SAW  A 
POSTER  IN  THE  BACK  OF  THE  ROOM  DEPICTED  BY  YOUNGSTERS 
SAYING  NO  ON  THE  LANDFILL.   AND  I  THINK  IN  ALL  REALITY 
THEY'RE  THE  ONES  WHO  SHOULD  BE  MAKING  THESE  DECISIONS. 
MANY  OF  THE  PEOPLE  HERE  TODAY  SPOKE  ABOUT  WHAT  A  GOOD 
FINANCIAL  DEAL  IT  WILL  BE,  AND  I  CERTAINLY  WOULD  BE  THE 
LAST  ONE  TO  SAY  I  WANT  TO  DEPRIVE  OTHERS  OF  GETTING  THEIR 
RIGHTFUL  MONIES  AFTER  THE  FALL  OF  KAISER  STEEL,  BUT  AT  THE 
SAME  TIME,  I'M  THINKING  I  WOULD  RATHER  SEE  FUTURISTIC 
CONCEPTS  COME  UP  THAT  WOULD  REALLY  —  LIKE  A  STEVEN 
SPIELBERG  MOVIE. 

I  BROUGHT  HERE  FOR  EACH  ONE  OF  YOU  A  PIECE  OF 
PAPER  THAT  DEPICTS  A  NEW  WASTE  DISPOSAL  IDEA.   AND  IT 
LOOKS  LIKE  A  PRESSURE  COOKER.   I  WANT  YOU  ALL  TO  HAVE  YOUR 
COPY.   BUT  YOU'RE  ALL  INVOLVED  WITH  A  REAL  TOUGH  JOB.   YOU 
HAVE  TO  COME  UP  WITH,  HEY,  WE  NEED  SOMETHING  TO  DO  WITH 
GETTING  RID  OF  WASTE.   WHAT  SHALL  WE  USE? 

BUT  YOU  DON'T  GO  AROUND  TO  THE  TOP  THINKERS  IN 
THE  FIELD,  YOU  GO  TO  SOMEBODY  WHO  COMES  TO  YOU  AND  SAYS, 
GEEZ,  WE'VE  GOT  THIS  PROPERTY,  WE'VE  GOT  THESE  PEOPLE  WHO 
SHOULD  BE  GETTING  SOME  MONEY  FROM  KAISER,  CAN'T  WE  DO  A 
DEAL?  AND  IT'S  SAD.   IT  SOUNDS  AWFULLY  CONVENIENT,  BUT 
IT'S  NOT  MY  FAVORITE  IDEA. 

THANK  YOU  SO  MUCH. 
CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   FOLKS,  WE'D  REALLY  APPRECIATE  IT  IF 
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YOU  WOULDN'T  APPLAUD.   IT  DOESN'T  HELP  US  A  BIT. 

OUR  NEXT  SPEAKER  IS  TERI  ADAMS,  FOLLOWED  BY 

3  FRANCES  PEARSON. 

4  MS.  ADAMS:   HI.   MY  IS  TERI  ADAMS.   I'M  A  RESIDENT  OF 

5  INDIO  HILLS.   I'M  A  NURSE.   AND  OVER  THE  PAST  20  YEARS  I 

6  HAVE  BEEN  A  VOLUNTEER  FIRE  FIGHTER  IN  THREE  DIFFERENT 

7  STATES,  SO  I  BRING  A  LITTLE  BIT  OF  EXPERTISE  WITH  MY 

8  COMMENTS. 

30     9  MY  MAIN  PROBLEM  IS  THE  E.M.S.  SYSTEM  WAS  NOT 

10  VERY  WELL  ADDRESSED  IN -THIS  STUDY.   IN  FACT,  IT  WAS  JUST 

11  ABOUT  NOT  MENTIONED  AT  ALL.   WHEN  YOU  CONSIDER  THE  AMOUNT 

12  OF  ACCIDENTS  WE  HAVE  ON  1-10  ALREADY,  THE  AMOUNT  OF  FIRES 

13  THAT  WE  FIGHT  EVERY  YEAR  ALONG  THE  1-10  RAILROAD  —  JUST 

14  RIGHT  HERE  IN  THE  COACHELLA  VALLEY,  I'M  NOT  TALKING  ABOUT 

15  OTHER  AREAS  —  IT'S  A  LITTLE  BIT  HARD  FOR  ME  TO  UNDERSTAND 

16  HOW  WELL  THE  MONEY  THEY  THINK  THEY'RE  GOING  TO  BE  SPENDING 

17  IS  GOING  TO  COVER  THE  RECOVERY  COSTS  OF  TAKING  CARE  OF 

18  THESE  PROBLEMS. 

19  LAST  YEAR  DESERT  HOSPITAL  GAVE  AWAY  SEVEN 

20  MILLION  IN  CARE.   MOST  OF  THAT  WAS  ACCIDENTS,  T.C.'S  WE 

21  CALL  THEM,  BECAUSE  THE  PEOPLE  HAD  NO  INSURANCE.   THINK 

22  ABOUT  IT. 

23.  OKAY,  REAL  QUICK.   HAS  ANYBODY  EVER  READ  THE 

24  WATER  SEEKERS?   L.A.'S  BEEN  RIPPING  OFF  THE  WHOLE  STATE  OF 

25  CALIFORNIA  FOR  A  LOT  OF  YEARS.   30  MILLION  NEEDED?  WE 

26  NEED  30  BILLION  TO  COVER  THE  COSTS  OUT  HERE.   THINK  ABOUT 
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1  THE  NUMBERS. 

2  THE  C.H.P.  RIGHT  NOW  IS  CHARGED  WITH  DESIGNATING 

5  HAZARDOUS  MATERIAL  ROUTES  IN  THIS  VALLEY.   NOW,  111  MAY 
H  NOT  BE  GIVEN  THAT  DESIGNATION.   86  IS  BEING  UPGRADED,  SO 

31  5  86  COULD  GET  THE  DESIGNATION.   WHAT  DOES  THAT  DO  WITH  YOUR 

6  '   TRUCK  TRAFFIC?  DOES  THAT  MEAN  A  BARGE  ACROSS  THE  SALTON 

7  SEA  TO  MEET  THAT  RAILROAD  TERMINAL  OVER  THERE?  THINK 

8  ABOUT  IT. 

9  AND  HOW  MUCH  MONEY  IS  GOING  TO  BE  IN  A  BANK 

32  10  SOMEWHERE  TO  GUARANTEE  THE  SAFETY  AND  THE  UPKEEP  OF  THAT 

11  LANDFILL  FOR  115  YEARS?   I  MEAN,  MONEY  READILY  AVAILABLE 

12  TO  COME  OUT  FIVE  MINUTES  FROM  NOW  IF  THEY  HAVE  A  BIG  FIRE 

13  OVER  THERE  OR  A  (INAUDIBLE).   AND  IT  CAN  HAPPEN. 

1H  THEY  TALK  ABOUT  FIRES  IN  HERE,  DEEP  FIRES  IN  THE 

33  15  LANDFILL  WHERE  THEY  COULD  POUR  AND  PUMP  DOWN  GASES.   WHERE 

16  IS  THE  EQUIPMENT  GOING  TO  BE  STORED  TO  DO  THAT?   AND  WHERE 

17  ARE  THE  PEOPLE  GOING  TO  BE  TO  COME  AND  TAKE  CARE  OF  THAT 

18  PROBLEM?   I'LL  TELL  YOU  WHERE  THEY  ARE  RIGHT  NOW,  THEY'RE 

19  OVER  THERE  IN  KUWAIT  TAKING  CARE  OF  OIL  WELL  FIRES. 

20  THANK  YOU. 

21  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THANK  YOU. 

22  THE  NEXT  SPEAKER  IS  FRANCES  PEARSON.   FRANCES 

23  APPARENTLY  HAS  ALREADY  GONE  HOME,  SO  SHE'LL  BE  FOLLOWED  BY 

24  LORI  HELLER,  AND  AFTER  THAT  DENISE  DOBRENSKY. 

25  LORI  HELLER. 

26  MS.  HELLER:   HELLO,  LADIES  AND  GENTLEMEN  OF  THE 
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1  COMMISSION.       I'M   JUST  A  TAXPAYER   AND   A   HOMEOWNER.      AND    I 

2  MOVED   JUST   RECENTLY   FROM   ORANGE   COUNTY.      I   WAS   BORN    IN 

3  L.A.      MY   PARENTS   LEFT  THERE    IN   THE   EARLY    '60'S   TO   GET   AWAY 
H  FROM  THE    POLLUTION.      WE   CAME   TO   ORANGE   COUNTY.      I    GREW   UP 

5  THERE.      I    CAME   OUT  HERE  A   YEAR   AND   A   HALF  AGO   TO   A   FAMILY 

6  MEMBER'S   WEDDING  AND   NOTICED  THAT  THERE   WAS   A  BLACK   SKY 

7  OUTSIDE  WITH   WHITE   STARS   THAT  COULD  TWINKLE.      AND    I    SAID, 

8  "THIS   WOULD   BE   A   GOOD   PLACE  TO   MOVE  AND   RAISE   THE   REST   OF 

9  OUR   FAMILY." 

10  THE   THING   IS,    IT   SEEMS   LIKE   PEOPLE   IN   OTHER 

11  PLACES  THINK   THAT  THERE'S   NOTHING   HERE   BUT   ILLITERATE 

12  PEOPLE   OR   RETIREES.      WHY  DON'T  WE  DO   SOMETHING    POSITIVE 

13  LIKE   JAPAN   DOES,    HAVE  A   SUPER   INCINERATOR   WHERE   EVERYTHING 

14  IS   USED.      THEY   RECYCLE   EVERYTHING.      IT   IS   SELF-CONTAINED. 

15  IT'S   A   BOTANICAL   GARDEN.      IT  WAS   ON   THE  DISCOVERY   CHANNEL. 

16  WHY  DON'T  THEY   PROPOSE   SOMETHING    LIKE  THAT  THAT   IS 

17  BENEFICIAL    INSTEAD   OF  NEGATIVE? 

18  THERE   ARE   OTHER   THINGS   AND   OTHER   WAYS   WE   CAN 

19  DEAL   WITH   THIS,    AND    I   WOULD   HOPE   THAT   PEOPLE'S   LIVES   AND 

20  THIS   AREA'S   RESORTS   WOULD   SUPERSEDE   OVER   JUST   MONEY, 

21  BECAUSE    IF   THERE   IS   A   PROBLEM,    WHO    IS   GOING   TO   CLEAN    IT 

22  UP?      WHO    IS   GOING   TO   AFFORD  TO   CLEAN   IT   UP?     AND  THEN 

23  WE'LL   JUST  BE    LEFT  WITH    IT,    AND   OUR   CHILDREN. 
ZH  THANK   YOU   VERY,    VERY  MUCH. 

25  CHAIRMAN   TURNER:      THANK  YOU,    LORI . 

26  DENISE   DOBRENSKY   IS   NEXT,    FOLLOWED   BY  DONNA 
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CHARPIED. 

2  MS.  DOBRENSKY:   LADIES  AND  GENTLEMEN,  MY  NAME  IS 

3  DENISE  DOBRENSKY,  AND  I'M  WITH  A  GROUP  CALLED  FIT 

4  ENVIRONMENT,  WHICH  MEANS  OUR  FUTURE  IS  IN  TROUBLE.   WE'RE 

5  CONCERNED  ABOUT  THE  EVIL  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  PROJECT  THAT'S 

6  GOING  OUT  THERE  BY  DESERT  CENTER. 

36     7  WHAT  I'D  LIKE  TO  SAY  IS,  WITH  THE  AIR  CONTROL, 

8  DON'T  BE  FOOLED  BY  YESTERDAY'S  PROPOSAL  TO  THE  REDUCED 

9  NUMBER  OF  TRUCKS  ON  HIGHWAY  10.   THE  COMBINATION  OF  TRUCKS 

10  AND  TRAINS  WILL  STILL  AFFECT  OUR  REMAINING  CLEAN  AIR. 

11  OTHER  LANDFILLS  HAVE  EXPERIENCED  AIR  POLLUTION  AND  STENCHY 

12  ODOR  PROBLEMS. 

13  THE  ONLY  REDUCTION  IN  TRAFFIC  WILL  COME  WHEN 

14  PEOPLE  FROM  L.A.  NO  LONGER  WANT  TO  DRIVE  HERE. 

15  WITH  THE  L.A.  POLLUTION  BOMB  TO  OUR  WEST, 

16  PUSHING  BAD  AIR  THROUGH  OUR  PASS  HERE,  WHY  WOULD  WE  EVER 

17  WANT  ONE  EAST?  THAT'S  CRAZY.   IN  25,  50  OR  75  YEARS  WE'RE 

18  CREATING  A  MONSTER  PROBLEM  WHICH  CANNOT  BE  STOPABLE  WITH 

19  30  MILLION  DOLLARS  A  YEAR. 

37    20  WHY  WOULD  WE  WANT  TO  SOLVE  THE  L.A.  TRASH 

21  PROBLEM  WHEN  THERE  ARE  OTHER  SOLUTIONS?  THERE  ARE  OTHER 

ENERGIES. 
38    24 

25  BUILD  A  DUMP  SITE  ON  TOP  OF  A  FAULT?  THE  NEW  E.P.A.  RULES 
FORBID  THIS.   THERE  ARE  NO  GUARANTEES  THAT  THIS  LANDFILL 
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WON'T   LEAK.      AND   WHAT  DO   YOU   THINK   WILL   HAPPEN   WHEN   AN 
EARTHQUAKE   RIPS   THROUGH   THAT  AREA   ONE   OR   MORE   TIMES?     THIS 
CAN   CONTAMINATE   OUR   AQUIFER   AND   DEVASTATE   OUR   ENTIRE 
VALLEY. 

FOR   LAND,    THE   SAME   PROBLEMS   EXIST   IN   OUR   —   THE 
SAME   PROBLEMS    EXIST   FOR   OUR  VALUABLE   FARMING    IN   OUR   OWN 
LAND   VALLEY   —   LAND   IN   OUR   VALLEY.      THE   COST   OF   THE 
CLEANUP   OF  THE   CONTAMINANTS   FROM   ONE   OF  THESE   DISASTERS    IS 
MANY  TIMES   THE   COST   OF   THE   LAND. 

WHAT'S   GOING   TO   HAPPEN   WHEN   THE   L.A.    TOURISTS 
MEETING   GROUPS   AND   HOME   BUYERS   LEARN   THAT  THERE   IS   A 
LANDFILL   HERE?      THEIR  OWN  TRASH   WILL  TURN   THEM   AWAY   FROM 

OUR  AREA. 

IF   THERE   IS   A   LANDFILL  DISASTER   ANYWHERE,    THE 
NEWS   MEDIA   WILL   SCARE   PEOPLE  AWAY  ALSO. 

WE   DON'T   WANT  A    (INAUDIBLE)    OUT   HERE   WITH 
DISEASE   AS   WELL  AS   MENTAL  AND   EMOTIONAL   RISKS. 

THE   E.I.R.    DOESN'T  ADDRESS   THE   FINANCING   NEEDS 
TO   RESOLVE  THESE   KINDS   OF   PROBLEMS. 

WE   HAVE   A   HISTORY   IN   AMERICA   OF   PASSING.  ALONG 
HOMES   TO   THE   NEXT   GENERATION.      OUR   GOVERNMENTS,    AT  ALL 
LEVELS,    IGNORE   SOME   PRETTY  MAJOR   PROBLEMS;    EXAMPLES   AT  THE 
FEDERAL   LEVELS    INCLUDE   B. C.C.I. .    S   &   L,    AND   NOW   OUR   BANKS. 
IT   IS   WELL-KNOWN   THAT  THESE   PROBLEMS   WERE  DISCOVERED   BUT 
NO   ONE  DID   ANYTHING   ABOUT   IT.      THAT  CAN   HAPPEN   RIGHT   HERE 
AT  EVIL   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN   LANDFILL   PROJECT. 
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41    1  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  DOES  NOT  ANSWER 

2  WHY  ANYONE  WOULD  WANT  TO  PUT  A  LANDFILL  IN  AN  AREA  WHICH 

3  SERVES  TOURISM  AND  RETIREES.   WHO  WANTS  A  HOME  IN  A 

4  LANDFILL  AREA? 

42a   5  LET'S  GET  SERIOUS.   WE  NEED  AN  ACCURATE  COST 

6  PROJECTION  OF  ALL  OF  THE  RISK  FACTORS  FOR  THE  NEXT  115 

7  YEARS.   THE  30  MILLION  DOLLARS  A  YEAR  JUST  WON'T  CUT  IT. 
42b   8  THERE  ARE  FACTORS  NOT  CONSIDERED;  HEALTH,  SOCIAL 

9  PROBLEMS,  THE  LOSS  OF  BUSINESS,  AND  EVEN  MORE.   UNTIL  WE 

10  CAN  UNDERSTAND  ALL  OF  THE  RISKS  AND  CREATE  A  TRUST  FUND 

11  WHICH  CAN'T  BE  USED  FOR  OTHER  PURPOSES,  WE'RE  CREATING  A 

12  SERIOUS  FUTURE  TAX  PROBLEM.   AND  GUESS  WHO  PAYS  AND  CLEANS 

13  UP  THIS  MESS?  NOT  L.A.  COUNTY,  NOT  THE  30  MILLION 

14  DOLLARS,  THAT'S  A  DROP  IN  THE  BUCKET.   OUR  CHILDREN'S 

15  CHILDREN  AND  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  WILL  BE  TAXED. 

43    16  MY  LAST  QUESTION  IS,  WHY  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY? 

17  THERE  ARE  OTHER  DUMP  SITES  WHICH  ARE  NOT  LOCATED  NEAR 

18  AGRICULTURAL  LAND  AND  TOURISM  INDUSTRY.   RIGHT  NOW  WE  HAVE 

19  SIGNED  PETITIONS  OF  OVER  1600  PEOPLE  THAT  I  WILL  BE 

20  SENDING  IN  THAT  ARE  AGAINST  EVIL  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL. 

21  I'M  SORRY,  I  JUST  HAVE  TO  SAY  THAT,  FOLKS.   THIS  WILL  BE 

22  DELIVERED  TO  YOU,  OR  IT  WILL  BE  SENT  INTO  BARRY  WETZEL'S 

23  OFFICE. 

24  I'D  RATHER  STAND  HERE  AND  SAY  TO  YOU  PEOPLE, 

25  "P.S.,  I  LOVE  YOU,  PALM  SPRINGS,"  INSTEAD  OF  "P.S.,  I  HATE 

26  YOU,  PALM  SPRINGS." 
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1  THANK  YOU. 

2  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THANK  YOU,  DENISE. 

3  DONNA  CHARPIED  IS  NEXT,  FOLLOWED  BY  ROGER 

4  GEORGE. 

5  MS.  CHARPIED:   MY  NAME  IS  DONNA  CHARPIED, 

6  CHARPIED.   P.O.  BOX  321,  DESERT  CENTER,  92239. 

7  DURING  THE  PUBLIC  HEARINGS  HELD  AUGUST  28TH  BY 

8  THE  B.L.M.,  I  MENTIONED  THERE  WERE  SEVERAL  ITEMS  WE 

9  REQUESTED  TO  BE  STUDIED  AT  THE  SCOPING  SESSION,  AND  PUT 

10  THESE  ITEMS  IN  WRITING.   HOWEVER,  THEY  WERE  NOT  ADDRESSED 

11  IN  THE  DRAFT  E.I.R./S. 

44a   12  ONE  OF  THOSE  ITEMS  IS  A  QUESTION  THAT  KAISER  HAD 

13  ALREADY  BEEN  DUMPING  INTO  THE  EAST  PIT  AREA.   WE  INCLUDED 

14  A  LETTER  FROM  A  FORMER  EMPLOYEE  OF  KAISER  WHO  STATED  THAT 

15  THEY  IN  FACT  WERE  DUMPING,  ALONG  WITH  OTHER  INFRACTIONS. 

16  WE  REQUESTED,  IN  AN  EXCAVATION  FROM  APPROPRIATE 

17  DEPTH,  TO  PERFORM  MORE  SAMPLES  TO  ASCERTAIN  IF  DUMPING  HAD 

18  TAKEN  PLACE.   THE  DRAFT  E.I.R.  HAS  FAILED  TO  DO  SO. 

19  ON  AUGUST  30TH  OF  THIS  YEAR  KAISER  STEEL  FOUND 

20  SOME  FUEL  TANKS  AND  SOME  SOIL  THAT  SEEMED  TO  BE 

21  CONTAMINATED,  ALONG  WITH  CONSTRUCTION  DEBRIS  AT  THE  SMALL 

22  DESERT  CENTER  SANITARY  LANDFILL.   JOE  ASBURY,  FROM  THE 

23  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  UNIT,  DID  COME  TO  THE  SCENE  AND  HAD 

24  KAISER  STEEL  CLEAN  IT  UP.   THE  CONTAMINATED  --  OR  REMOVED 

25  THE  FUEL  TANKS  AND  THE  CONTAMINATED  SOIL. 

26  THE  SOIL  WAS  SUPPOSEDLY  SENT  FOR  ANALYSIS; 
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1  HOWEVER,  AS  OF  YESTERDAY  AFTERNOON  I  STILL  HAVEN'T 

2  RECEIVED  THOSE  RESULTS. 

3  ON  SEPTEMBER  11TH  OF  THIS  YEAR,  AN  EMPLOYEE  OF 

4  KAISER  WAS  SUSPENDED  FOR  DUMPING  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  INTO 

5  THE  EAST  PIT  18  MONTHS  OR  MORE  AGO. 

6  ON  SEPTEMBER  16TH,  A  FORMER  KAISER  EMPLOYEE  TOLD 

7  ME  SOME  OF  THE  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  THAT  WERE  DUMPED  WERE 

8  IN  FACT  RADIOACTIVE.   THE  PERSON  DESCRIBED  BLOOD 

9  CONTAINERS  THAT  HOUSED  THE  RADIOACTIVE  MATERIAL,  AND  THE 

10  RADIATION  INSIGNIA  HAD  BEEN  REMOVED  FROM  THE  CONTAINERS. 

11  THE  PERSON  SAID  SINCE  THERE  WERE  NOT  VERY  MANY  OF  THE 

12  CONTAINERS  IT  WOULD  BE  TOO  COSTLY  TO  DISPOSE  OF  THOSE 

13  PROPERLY. 

14  ALSO,  THE  PERSON  CLAIMED  THAT  TRANSFORMERS 

15  CONTAINING  PCB'S  WERE  ALSO  DUMPED  IN  THIS  AREA. 

16  THIS  MORNING  I  RECEIVED  A  HAND-DRAWN  MAP  FROM  A 

17  PERSON  WHO  SHOWED  VERY  CLEARLY  TWO  SITES  OUTSIDE  OF  THE 

18  EAST  PIT  AREA  WHERE  THIS  DUMPING  HAD  OCCURRED. 

19  DURING  THE  LAST  18  MONTHS  OR  SO,  KAISER  HAD 

20  BURNED  MATERIAL  IN  THE  EAST  PIT  AREA.   WHEN  I  INQUIRED 

21  ABOUT  THE  THICK  SMOKE  COMING  FROM  THE  MINE,  I  WAS  TOLD  IT 
WAS  CONSTRUCTION  DEBRIS  AND  TREE  TRIMMING,  AND  THAT  THE 
APPROPRIATE  PERMITS  HAD  BEEN  ISSUED. 

WITH  THESE  NEW  ACCUSATIONS  OF  HAZARDOUS  WASTE 
DUMPING,  I  AGAIN  REQUEST  THIS  AREA  BE  INVESTIGATED  BY  A 
FIRM  INDEPENDENT  OF  KAISER  STEEL,  M.R.C.,  OR  BROWN  & 
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FERRIS  INDUSTRIES  (PHONETIC). 

I  WOULD  LIKE  AN  ANALYSIS  OF  THE  ASHES  FROM  THE 
FIRES.   ALSO,  IF  THERE  IS  RADIOACTIVE  OR  OTHER  REALLY  BAD 
MATERIALS  LIKE  THAT  THAT  WERE  IN  FACT  DUMPED.  I  BELIEVE 
THAT  KAISER  STEEL,  BROWN  &  FERRIS  INDUSTRIES  AND  M.R.C. 
SHOULD  BE  REQUIRED  TO  CLEAN  THAT  SITE  AND  DISPOSE  OF  IT 
PROPERLY  BEFORE  ANY  PERMITS  ARE  ISSUED. 

MY  FARM  IS  APPROXIMATELY  FOUR  MILES  DOWNSTREAM 
FROM  THIS  SITE,  AND  I  WOULD  REALLY  LIKE  MY  WATER  ANALYZED, 
AGAIN  FROM  AN  INDEPENDENT  FIRM  TO  SEE  IF  MY  WATER  HAS  BEEN 
AT  ALL  AFFECTED  BY  THIS. 

AND  I  TALKED  WITH  ALLAN  INGALLS  (PHONETIC) 
YESTERDAY,  WHO  WAS  KAISER  STEEL'S  LEGAL  COUNSEL.   HE  SAID 
THAT  THE  COMPANY  TEAM  HAD  BEEN  INVESTIGATING  THIS  AREA  FOR 
THE  LAST  WEEK  AND  THEY  HAVE  NOT  FOUND  ANY  HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS;  THEREFORE,  THEY  NEVER  CONTACTED  THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL  HEALTH  DEPARTMENT  OR  THE  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS 

UNIT. 

MR.  INGALLS  DID  GO  ON  TO  SAY  THAT  THEY  HAD  BEEN 
DUMPING  SOME  SCRAP  AND  SCRAP  EQUIPMENT.   AND  I  WANT  TO 
KNOW  HOW' KAISER  CAN  BE  DUMPING  ANYWHERE  WITHOUT  THESE 
NECESSARY  PERMITS. 

IF  THE  RADIOACTIVE  CYLINDERS  OR  THE  TRANSFORMERS 
ARE  NOT  FOUND,  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  KNOW  WHERE  THE  DOCUMENTS 
ARE  STATING  WHERE  AND  WHEN  THESE  ITEMS  WERE  DISPOSED  OF. 

SINCE  KAISER  STEEL  ILLEGALLY  HAS  DUMPED 
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1  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  INTO  OUR  SMALL  LANDFILL,  WHAT  CAN  BE 

2  EXPECTED  OF  THEM  AND  BROWN  &  FERRIS  INDUSTRIES  IF  THEY 

3  HAVE  A  MEGA  DUMP  TO  USE?  THE  LOCAL  CITIZENS  WILL  NOT  HAVE 

4  THE  LIBERTY  OF  CASUALLY  WALKING  TO  THE  SITE  TO  SEE  WHAT  IS 

5  BEING  DUMPED. 

6  IN  CLOSING,  KAISER  STEEL  HAS  BEEN  FINED  IN  THE 

7  PAST  FOR  ENVIRONMENTAL  INFRACTIONS.   BROWN  &  FERRIS 

8  INDUSTRIES  IS  NOTORIOUS  FOR  CONTAMINATING  LAND  WITH  THEIR 

9  DUMPS  THROUGHOUT  THE  COUNTRY,  AND  MINE  RECLAMATION 

10  CORPORATION  IS  A  FIRM  THAT  WAS  FORMED  SOLELY  FOR  THIS 

11  PROJECT  AND  HAS  NO  RECORD  OF  LANDFILL  EXPERIENCE  ANYWHERE 

12  TO  TRACE  THEIR  TRACK  RECORD. 

13  PUT  THESE  THREE  ENTITIES  TOGETHER  AND  WE  HAVE 

14  ONE  LARGE  ENVIRONMENTAL  TIME  BOMB  WAITING  TO  EXPLODE.   I 

15  STRONGLY  AND  RESPECTFULLY  URGE  YOU  TO  REJECT  THIS 

16  PROPOSAL. 

17  THANK  YOU  VERY  MUCH  FOR  THIS  OPPORTUNITY. 

18  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THANK  YOU. 

19  WILL  YOU  PLEASE  HOLD  IT  DOWN? 

20  MR.  WOLF:   THE  LADY  JUST  MADE  SOME  VERY  SERIOUS 

21  ALLEGATIONS  THAT  NOT  ONLY  ILLEGAL  DUMPING  BUT  EXTREMELY 

22  SERIOUS  ILLEGAL  DUMPING  TOOK  PLACE,  AND  DID  IT  THROUGH  A 

23  THIRD  PARTY,  QUOTING  AS  HER  SOURCE  "A  PERSON."   AND  I,  FOR 

24  ONE,  WOULD  LIKE  TO  HAVE  THAT  PERSON  PRODUCED,  AND  WE  WOULD 

25  LIKE  TO  HAVE  THEM  PLACED  UNDER  OATH  AND  THEIR  TESTIMONY 
2G  TAKEN. 
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MS.  CHARPIED:   MAY  I? 

MR.  WOLF:   SURE. 

MS.  CHARPIED:   I  HAVE  TALKED  TO  THE  RADIOACTIVE  —  I 
CAN'T  REMEMBER  THE  NAME  OF  IT  NOW,  I'M  VERY  NERVOUS  -- 
FROM  THE  STATE.   THEY  SAID  THEY  WOULD  BE  HERE  TODAY  TO 

TALK. 

THE  PERSON  WHO  DID  SAY  THIS  TO  ME  IS  VERY 
FRIGHTENED  AND  HAS  AGREED  TO  TALK  OVER  THE  TELEPHONE  WITH 
THE  AGENCY  THAT  IS  INVESTIGATING  THIS. 

AND  IT'S  QUITE  --  I  THINK  WHAT  WE  NEED  TO  DO  IS 
SEE  IF  IN  FACT  THESE  THINGS  WERE  DUMPED,  AND  THEN  MAYBE  GO 

FROM  THERE. 

MR.  WOLF:   WELL,  THOSE  ARE  EXTREMELY  SERIOUS 
ALLEGATIONS  THAT  YOU'RE  MAKING,  AND  YOU'RE  MAKING  THEM 
THIRD  PARTY,  MA'AM.   THIS  ISN'T  A  COURT  OF  LAW.   IF  IT 
WERE,  I  GUESS  IT  WOULD  BE  HEARSAY. 

I  THINK  THAT  IF  WE'RE  GOING  TO  TAKE  YOUR 
TESTIMONY  INTO  CONSIDERATION,  IT'S  REASONABLE  TO  EXPECT 
THE  PERSON  WHO  IS  MAKING  THESE  ALLEGATIONS  BROUGHT 
FORWARD,  PLACED  UNDER  OATH,  AND  HIS  TESTIMONY  TAKEN. 

MS.  CHARPIED:   WELL,  AGAIN,  BACK  IN  1989  WHEN  I  PUT 
IN  MY  APPEALS  FOR  THE  SCOPING  SESSION,  I  DID  TALK  ABOUT 
THE  PCB'S  AND  THINGS  LIKE  THAT  THAT  WERE  SUPPOSEDLY  DUMPED 
AND  NOBODY  EVER  EVEN  LOOKED  INTO  IT. 

I'M  NOT  SAYING  THAT  THESE  PEOPLE  DID  THAT.   THE 
MAN  DESCRIBED  WHERE  THESE  THINGS  WERE,  THEY'RE  NOT  THERE 
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ANYMORE,  AND  PEOPLE  ARE  BEING  SUSPENDED.   THERE  ARE  A  LOT 

2  OF  PEOPLE  IN  FANCY  SUITS  AND  LAWYERS  ALL  OVER  THE  PLACE, 

3  AND  I  WANT  TO  KNOW  IF  IT  WAS  THERE,  IF  IT'S  THERE,  CLEAN 

4  IT  UP  AND  GET  IT  OUT  OF  THERE.   THAT'S  MY  CONCERN.   I 

5  DON'T  WANT  MY  WATER  CONTAMINATED. 

6  MR.  WOLF:   OKAY.   IT  IS  STILL  OF  GREAT  CONCERN, 

7  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THAT  TESTIMONY  BE  GIVEN  THIRD  PARTY  LIKE 

8  THAT  OF  SUCH  A  SERIOUS  NATURE.   THE  ALLEGATIONS  ARE 

9  EXTREMELY  SERIOUS  ABOUT  THE  DUMPING  OF  NUCLEAR  WASTE. 

10  UNIDENTIFIED  SPEAKER:   ARE  WE  ALL  UNDER  OATH  NOW? 

11  MR.  JOKI:   COMMISSION,  HER  LETTERS  ARE  IN  THE 

12  APPENDIX  OF  THE  E.I.R.   THEY'RE  PART  OF  THE  DOCUMENT. 
15  MR.  WOLF:   OKAY,  WE'RE  TALKING  UP  HERE,  FOLKS. 

14  MS.  VALDEZ:   IF  THE  STATE'S  INVESTIGATING  IT  TODAY, 

15  THEN  THERE  WILL  BE  A  DEFINITE  ANSWER. 

16  MS.  CHARPIED:   THEY  WERE  SUPPOSED  TO  BE  IN  TOUCH  WITH 

17  ME  LATER  ON  THIS  EVENING.   I  TOLD  THEM  I  WAS  HERE  ALL  DAY. 

18  MR.  WOLF:   I  GUESS  WHAT  I'M  TRYING  TO  GET  CLEAR  IN  MY 

19  MIND  IS,  YOU'RE  TESTIFYING  TO  INFORMATION  THAT  YOU  HAVE  NO 

20  FIRSTHAND  KNOWLEDGE  OF,  THAT  YOU  HAVE  BEEN  TOLD  EY  A 

21  PERSON  WHOM  YOU  HAVE  NOT  ELECTED  TO  REVEAL  -- 

22  MS.  CHARPIED:   THAT'S  CORRECT. 

23  MR.  WOLF:   —  THAT  SOMETHING  TOOK  PLACE. 

24  MS.  CHARPIED:   THAT'S  CORRECT.   THE  PERSON  IS  AFRAID 

25  TO  BE  KNOWN. 

26  MR.  WOLF:   I  CAN  UNDERSTAND,  ALTHOUGH  FROM  OUR 
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1  STANDPOINT,    I   MEAN,    THAT'S   AN   EXTREMELY   SEVERE   AND   SERIOUS 

2  ALLEGATION. 

5  MS.    CHARPIED:      I    UNDERSTAND   THAT. 

4  MR.    RICHARDS:      MS.    CHARPIED,    DO   YOU   HAVE   A   CONTACT 

5  WITH   THE   STATE   OFFICE   THAT  YOU'VE   BEEN.  TALKING   TO? 

6  MS.    CHARPIED:      YES,    SIR.      HER   NAME    IS   SARAH   LEE. 

7  EVERYTHING    IS   BETTER   WITH   SARAH   LEE. 

8  MR.    RICHARDS:      AND   SHE   WILL   BE   FAMILIAR   WITH   THIS 

9  ALLEGATION? 

10  MS.    CHARPIED:      YES,    SIR.      AND   I   ALSO   TALKED   WITH 

11  WAYNE   FROM   THE   COUNTY  HERE.      HIS   NAME   IS   WAYNE   —   I 

12  HAVE  — 

13  MR.    WOLF:      DALEY    (PHONETIC)? 

14  MS.    CHARPIED:      RIGHT,    WAYNE  DALEY.      THAT'S   CORRECT. 

15  MR.    RICHARDS:      WE'LL   MAKE   CONTACT. 

16  MR.    WOLF:      IT  WILL  BE   REAL   INTERESTING  TO   PURSUE   IT. 

17  CHAIRMAN   TURNER:      THE   NEXT  SPEAKER    IS   ROGER   GEORGE, 

18  FOLLOWED   BY  T.    ADAMS. 

19  MR.    GEORGE:      GOOD   AFTERNOON   RIVERSIDE   COUNTY 

20  SUPERVISORS   AND   OTHER   GOVERNMENT  AGENCY   REPRESENTATIVES. 

21  I   AM   ROGER   GEORGE   OF   PALM   DESERT.      I   COME   HERE   ON   BEHALF 

22  OF   ASSOCIATED    (INAUDIBLE). 

23  MY   EXPERIENCE   AND   BACKGROUND   HAVE   PRETTY   MUCH 

24  BEEN  WITH   THE   EQUITY  QUESTIONS  THAT  DEALS   WITH   NATIONAL 

25  AND    INTERNATIONAL   STATUTES   REGARDING   THE   ENVIRONMENT  AND 

26  PERSONAL   LIABILITIES   OF   HUMAN   RIGHTS. 
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1  IN  THE  SILICON  VALLEY.  I  WAS  PRETTY  WELL 

2  ASSOCIATED  WITH  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT,  AND  ALSO  FOR 

3  NATIONAL  AND  INTERNATIONAL  SHIPMENTS  IN  ASSISTING  WITH  THE 
U  UNITED  NATIONS  THAT'S  INVOLVED  WITH  HAZARDOUS  MATERIAL 

5       FROM  R  AND  D,  PROCESS  AND  TRANSPORTATION. 

45  6  AND  I  HAD  A  CHANCE  TO  EVALUATE  YOUR  E.I.S.  AND 

7  E.I.R.  THAT  WAS  PRESENTED  TO  ME,  AND  I  COULDN'T  HELP 

8  GETTING  OVER  THE  FACT  THAT  THERE  WAS  A  LACK  IN  THE  EQUITY 

9  QUESTIONS  THAT  WERE  ASKED,  AND  THIS  WAS  THE  RISK  INVOLVED. 

10  AND  THE  RISK  INVOLVEMENT  THAT  I'M  LOOKING  AT  IS  THE 

11  PERCENTAGE  OF  ALLOCATION  OF  RISK  IN  ALL  PHASES  OF 

12  DEVELOPMENT  OF  ANY  PROCESS  THAT  IS  DONE  WITHIN  THE 

13  PROJECT. 

46  14  NUMBER  TWO,  THE  SOCIAL  IMPACT  WAS  COMPLETELY 

15  ELIMINATED.   AND  WITH  REGARDS  TO  THE  SOCIAL  IMPACT,  I'M 

16  TALKING  ABOUT  THE  SOCIAL  RISK  PERCEPTION  OF  WHICH  THE 

17  HELP  —  AND  THE  TOXIC  RESULT  OF  WHAT  MAY  OCCUR  TODAY,  BUT 

18  ALSO  IN  THE  FUTURE. 

47  19  THERE  WAS  NO  MENTIONING  AS  FAR  AS  FUNDING.   AND 

20  IT  CAME  TO  ME  THAT  THERE  WAS  A  STRONG  SUGGESTION  THAT 

21  THERE  BE  A  COMMITMENT  MADE  OF  A  DISTINCT  TRUST  FUND  THAT 
WOULD  ALLOW  A  PERCENTAGE  OF  ALLOCATION  THAT  WOULD  COVER 
SUCH  THINGS  AS  RISK  FACTORS  DUE  TO  INFLATIONARY  COSTS  OR 
LIABILITIES,  BECAUSE  APPARENTLY  THERE  IS  NOT  ENOUGH  THAT 
HAS  BEEN  TAKEN  IN  ACCOUNT  OF  THIS  MEASURE,  AND  THE 
PROPOSAL  DID  NOT  COVER  ANYTHING  IN  ALL  PHASES  OF 
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DEVELOPMENT   THAT    (INAUDIBLE)    IS   GOING   TO   BE   FUNDED?      WHAT 
IS   THE   RISK    CORRIDORS? 

AND   THIS    IS   SOMETHING   THAT   —    I'D   LIKE  TO   SEE 
THE   REVIEW   MOTIVE   PUT    IN   THERE,    BECAUSE    IT'S   EQUALLY 
IMPORTANT,    NOT   ONLY   ENVIRONMENTAL   AND   THE   SOCIAL   IMPACT, 
BUT  OVERALL,    LONG   TERM   WE'RE  DEALING   WITH   R   AND   D, 
RESEARCH   AND   DEVELOPMENT.      AND   THERE   HAS   TO   BE   MORE,    OF 
WHAT   I   CAN   SEE,    MORE    INVOLVEMENT  AS   FAR   AS  THE   UNITED 
STATES   DEPARTMENT  OF   PUBLIC   HEALTH   WITH   REGARDS   TO  THINGS 
THAT  MAY   OCCUR   AS   PREVENTATIVE  MEASURES   AND   CONTROLS    IN 
PLACE   PRIOR   TO   ANYMORE   OF  THE   PROJECT   CONTINUING. 

THE  RISKS  ARE  FAR  GREATER  THAN  THE  ASSETS  THAT  I 
CAN  EVALUATE  AT  THIS  TIME.  BUT  I  APPRECIATE  IT.  AND,  YOU 
KNOW,    HOPEFULLY   IT  WILL   BE   CONSIDERED. 

CHAIRMAN   TURNER:      THANK   YOU.      YOUR   COMMENTS   ABOUT  THE 
TRUST   FUND   ARE   WELL   PLACED.      THE   COMMISSION   WILL   LOOK   INTO 

THAT. 

T.    ADAMS    IS   FOLLOWING   —   IS   THE   NEXT   SPEAKER, 

FOLLOWED   BY   ANTHONY  BARTON. 

MR.    ADAMS   —   OR   ADAM. 

ANTHONY  BARTON. 

LOIS   MALL,    FOLLOWED  BY   SHIRLEY   —   IT   LOOKS    LIKE 

BOYLAN. 

MS.  MALL:  GOOD  AFTERNOON,  PLANNING  COMMISSION  AND 
STAFF.  I  AM  LOIS  MALL.  I  AM  REGIONAL  DIRECTOR  FOR  THE 
AMERICAN   LUNG   ASSOCIATION,    AND  ALSO    I    REPRESENT  THE 
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1  FRIENDS  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT.   I  AM  ON  THE  BOARD  OF 

2  DIRECTORS  THERE  AND  THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THAT  GROUP  COULD  NOT 

3  APPEAR  TODAY. 

4  MEMBERS  OF  THE  PLANNING  COMMISSION  AND  STAFF, 

5  ANYTHING  THAT  ENTERS  THE  LUNGS  CONCERNS  THE  AMERICAN  LUNG 

6  ASSOCIATION.   FOR  THIS  REASON,  WE  HAVE  WORKED  FOR  OVER  40 

7  YEARS  TO  ELIMINATE  AIR  POLLUTION.   THE  LUNG  ASSOCIATION  IS 

8  A  HIGHLY  REGARDED  AUTHORITY  ON  HEALTH  EFFECTS  OF  AIR 

9  POLLUTION,  AND  OUR  FOCUS  ON  HUMAN  HEALTH  EFFECTS  HAS  GIVEN 

10  US  A  UNIQUE  CREDIBILITY  THROUGHOUT  THE  COUNTRY. 

11  AIR  POLLUTION  AT  CURRENT  LEVELS  CAN  INJURE  EVEN 

12  HEALTHY  LUNGS.   AIR  POLLUTION  IN  THIS  PROPOSED  PROJECT  IS 

13  A  CRITICAL  PROBLEM,  ONE  THAT  THREATENS  THE  HEALTH  OF 

14  EVERYONE.   BUT  IT  IS  LIFE-THREATENING  TO  SEVERAL  THOUSAND 

15  PEOPLE  LIVING  IN  THE  COACHELLA  VALLEY  WHO  SUFFER  WITH 

16  CHRONIC  POLLUTION  PROBLEMS  —  PULMONARY  PROBLEMS.   THESE 

17  ARE  PEOPLE  WHO  MOVED  TO  THIS  VALLEY  BECAUSE  OF  THE 

18  RELATIVELY  CLEAN  AND  HEALTHFUL  AIR. 

19  IN  THE  1990  WALL  STREET  JOURNAL/NBC  NEWS  SURVEY, 

20  FOUR-FIFTHS  OF  THE  AMERICANS  WHO  RESPONDED  SAID  PROTECTING 

21  THE  ENVIRONMENT  WAS  MORE  IMPORTANT  THAN  KEEPING  DOWN  THE 

22  COSTS  OF  CONSUMER  GOODS. 

23  MOTOR  VEHICLE  EMISSIONS  ARE  THE  GREATEST  CAUSE 

24  OF  DIRTY  AIR.   THIS  FACT  IS  NOT  DISPUTED. 

25  THIS  MORNING'S  DESERT  SUN'S  ARTICLE  STATES  THAT 

26  MINE  RECLAMATION  CORP.  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  AGREED  TO 
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1  SIGNIFICANTLY   REDUCE  TRUCK   DRIVING   DURING   THE   START-UP 

2  PERIOD   OF  AT   LEAST  TWO   YEARS.      THAT  WOULD   STILL   BE   200 

3  TRUCKS   PER   DAY   COMING   THROUGH   OUR   VALLEY,    200   COMING   AND 
48            4  200   GOING   FOR   TWO   YEARS.      THAT  WILL   CONTRIBUTE   TONS   OF   AIR 

5  POLLUTION   TO   OUR   ALREADY   FRAGILE   ENVIRONMENT.      REQUESTS 

G  FOR   EXTENSION   ON   PRETENSE   OF  TECHNOLOGY   IS   NOT   AVAILABLE. 

7  TO   SUBSTITUTE   THE   TRUCKS   AND   SO   FORTH   WOULD   BE   LIKE 

8  GETTING   A   CAMEL'S   HEAD   IN   A  TENT. 

9  AS    I    SAID,    I   ALSO   SERVE  ON  THE   BOARD   OF 

10  DIRECTORS   OF   FRIENDS  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT.      THIS 

11  ORGANIZATION'S   POSITION   ON   THE   EAGLE  MOUNTAIN   LANDFILL   IS 

12  THAT  THE   DEVELOPERS   BE   REQUIRED  TO   COMPLY  WITH   THE 

13  REQUIREMENTS   OF  THE   SOUTH   COAST  AIR   QUALITY  MANAGEMENT 

14  DISTRICT,    MAINLY  THAT  ALTERNATE   FUELS,    OR   ELECTRIC    FUELS, 

15  BE   USED   FOR  TRUCKS   AND   FOR   TRAINS   USED  TO   TRANSPORT  ALL 

16  GARBAGE  THROUGH   THIS   VALLEY. 

49         17  THERE   CAN   BE   NO   POSITIVE   GUARANTEE  THAT  THE 

18  PROBLEM   OF   GROUND   WATER   CONTAMINATION   CAN   BE   AVOIDED. 

19  THERE   ARE   MANY   HORRIBLE   EXAMPLES   OF  THIS   OCCURRING   AT 

20  OTHER  DUMP   SITES   THROUGHOUT  THE   COUNTRY. 

21  YOU   HAVE   A   HUGE   TASK    IN   STUDYING   THE   COLLECTION 

22  OF   STATISTICS   THAT   HAVE   BEEN   SUBMITTED   ON   THE   MANY   REASONS 

23  THAT   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN   LANDFILL   PROJECT  SHOULD   NOT  BE 

24  APPROVED, 

25  WE   URGE   YOU   TO   REMEMBER  THAT  THIS   PROJECT   COULD 

26  BE  A  MAJOR   DISASTER   FOR   THE  THOUSANDS   WHO   MOVE   TO   THIS 
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VALLEY  IN  HOPES  OF  IMPROVING  THEIR  HEALTH  AND  THE  QUALITY 
OF  THEIR  LIVES.   AND  THE  INCREASED  EMISSIONS  OF  TRAFFIC 
3       HILL  SERIOUSLY  HARM  THE  HEALTH  OF  CHILDREN  WITH  ASTHMA, 
OTHER  LUNG  DISEASES,  PREGNANT  WOMEN,  AND  THE  ELDERLY  AS 
WELL,  AND  ALL  OF  THAT,  PROGRESSIVE  HEART  DISEASE,  CAN  BE 

6  HARMFUL  TO  HEALTH  AND  LUNGS. 

7  YOUR  VOTE  AGAINST  THE  PROJECT  WOULD  HELP  PROTECT 

8  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  WOULD  BE  SINCERELY  APPRECIATED  BY  ALL 

9  OF  US  WHO  ENJOY  CLEAN  AIR  AND  THOSE  WHO  MUST  HAVE  CLEAN 

10  AIR  TO  LIVE.   IT  IS  TRULY  A  MATTER  OF  LIFE  AND  DEATH. 

11  THANK  YOU. 

12  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THANK  YOU,  MS.  MALL. 

13  SHIRLEY  BOYLAN,  I  BELIEVE  IT  IS,  FOLLOWED  BY 

14  DAVID  LANHAM. 

15  MS.  BOYLAN:   MY  NAME  IS  SHIRLEY  BOYLAN  AND  I  LIVE  AT 

16  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  PUMPING  PLANT  IN  DESERT  CENTER  WITH 

17  APPROXIMATELY  60  OTHER  PEOPLE. 

51    18  I  WAS  VERY  SURPRISED  TO  READ  ON  PAGE  439  OF  THE 

19  E.I.S.  THAT  THE  AQUEDUCT  AND  PUMPING  STATION  IS  NOT 

20  EXPECTED  TO  BE  ADVERSELY  AFFECTED  BY  THIS  PROJECT. 

21  OUR  MAIN  ROUTE  IN  AND  OUT  OF  THE  PUMPING  PLANT 
IS  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  ROAD.   THE  ONLY  OTHER  OPTION  IS  TO  USE 
THE  ACCESS  ROAD  TO  KAISER  ROAD.   TRAFFIC  WAS  COUNTED 
NOVEMBER  OF  '89  ON  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  ROAD.   THEY  APPARENTLY 
DIDN'T  DEEM  IT  NECESSARY  TO  COUNT  TRAFFIC  ON  THE  ACCESS 

26       ROAD. 
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1  IF  PRIVATE  OR  COMPANY  VEHICLES  LEAVE  THE  PUMPING 

2  PLANT  NEAR  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  ROAD,  WE  WILL  NOT  ONLY  BE 

3  SHARING  THIS  ROAD  WITH  400  TRUCKS,  BUT  WE'LL  HAVE  TO  CROSS 

4  THE  RAIL  LINE  ALSO.   THERE  IS  NO  PROVISION  IN  THE  E.I.S. 

5  FOR  ANY  WARNING  SYSTEM  AT  THIS  CROSSING. 

6  IF  WE  CHOOSE  TO  TAKE  THE  LONGER  ROUTE  OF  THE 

7  ACCESS  ROAD  AND  KAISER  ROAD,  THUS  AVOIDING  THE  TRUCKS,  THE 

8  TRUCK  ROUTE,  AS  WELL  AS  THE  RAIL  LINE,  WILL  AGAIN  CROSS 

9  THE  ACCESS  ROAD  WITH  NO  PROVISIONS  FOR  ANY  WARNING  SYSTEM. 

10  THE  E.I.S.  STATES  THAT  THEY'RE  GOING  TO  WIDEN 

11  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  ROAD,  BUT  IT  WILL  REMAIN  A  TWO-LANE  ROAD. 

12  ACCORDING  TO  A  LOCAL  CALTRANS  EMPLOYEE  WHOSE  JOB  IT  IS  TO 

13  MAINTAIN  THESE  ROADS,  THERE  IS  INSUFFICIENT  MAINTENANCE  TO 

14  WIDEN  THIS  ROAD.   IN  FACT,  WHEN  HE  WAS  TOLD  THE  VOLUME  OF 

15  TRAFFIC  M.R.C.  PLANS  TO  RUN,  HE  LAUGHED  AND  SAID  THE  ROAD 

16  WOULD  BE  DEMOLISHED  BY  THE  END  OF  THE  FIRST  DAY.   THERE  IS 

17  NO  RESEARCH  IN  THE  E.I.R.  REGARDING  WIDENING  THIS  ROAD. 

18  IN  PHASE  TWO,  THE  TRUCK  AND  RAIL  LINE  WILL  ALSO 

19  BE  CROSSING  KAISER  ROAD.   IN  PHASE  ONE  IT  WILL  ONLY  BE  THE 

20  TRUCK  ROAD.   IF  THERE  SHOULD  BE  A  BREAKDOWN  OR  ACCIDENT  AT 

21  THAT  INTERSECTION,  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  WILL  BE  TOTALLY  CUT  OFF. 

22  THE  SCHOOL  BUSES,  PRISON  FACILITIES,  RESIDENTS  WILL  NOT  BE 

23  ABLE  TO  LEAVE  OR  RETURN.   IF  THE  ACCIDENT  NECESSITATED 

24  EVACUATION,  IT  WOULD  NOT  BE  POSSIBLE  TO  EXECUTE.   THERE 

25  ARE  NO  OTHER  ROADS  OUT  OF  THERE. 

26  AT  THE  B.L.M.  HEARING  IN  DESERT  CENTER  I 
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QUESTIONED  THE  LEACHATE  RUNOFF  BEING  DIVERTED  DIRECTLY 
OVER  THE  CANAL  WITH  REGARD  TO  THE  POSSIBILITY  OF 
CONTAMINATING  THE  WATER  SUPPLY  TO  ALL  OF  SOUTHERN 
CALIFORNIA. 

I  ALSO  MENTIONED  THE  POSSIBILITY  OF  THIS  WATER 
BEING  AFFECTED  BY  MALATHION  BEING  SPRAYED  OVER  OPEN  CANAL 

7  IN  THE  VERY  LIKELY  EVENT  THAT  ONE  OR  MORE  MED  FLIES  ARE 

8  TRANSPORTED  IN  A  LOAD  OF  TRASH. 

9  I  JOKINGLY  SUGGESTED  THAT  IF  WE  POISONED  THE 

10  DRINKING  WATER  FOR  ALL  OF  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  WITH 

11  CONTAMINANTS  FROM  THE  LANDFILL  AND  MALATHION,  IT  WOULD 

12  SOLVE  THE  TRASH  PROBLEM.   I  AM,  OF  COURSE,  AWARE  THAT  THIS 

13  COULD  NOT  HAPPEN. 

57  14  M.W.D.  MONITORS  THE  WATER  VERY  CLOSELY  AND 

15  POISONS  COULD  BE  DILUTED  SO  BY  THE  TIME  THEY  REACHED  LAKE 

16  MATTHEWS  THEY  PROBABLY  WOULD  NOT  BE  A  PROBLEM.   HOWEVER, 

17  THESE  POSSIBILITIES  WERE  NOT  ADDRESSED. 

58  18  NOR  WAS  THE  FACT  THAT  THE  PUMPING  PLANT  DRAWS 

19  ALL  ITS  WATER  OFF  THE  CANAL,  AND  IF  IT  DOES  GET 

20  CONTAMINATED,  THE  FIRST  PEOPLE  TO  BE  AFFECTED  WILL  BE  THE 

21  ONES  WHO  WORK  AND  LIVE  THERE,  WITHOUT  THE  BENEFIT  OF  100 

22  MILES  OF  DILUTION. 

59  23  WHEN  I  FIRST  READ  THIS  E.I.S.,  I  DIDN'T 
UNDERSTAND  WHY  RECON  DID  NOT  ADDRESS  THE  IMPACT  ON  THE 
M.W.D.  EMPLOYEES  LIVING  THERE  AT  THE  PUMPING  PLANT.   THAT 
WAS  ANSWERED  BY  JOHN  LARSON,  VICE  PRESIDENT  OF  RECON  IN 
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1  CHARGE  OF  THIS  PROJECT,  IN  A  CONVERSATION  HE  HAD  WITH  MY 

2  HUSBAND  AFTER  THE  B.L.M.  HEARING  IN  PALM  DESERT. 

3  MR.  LARSON  TOLD  MY  HUSBAND  THERE  WAS  NO  ONE 

4  LIVING  AT  THE  PUMPING  PLANT.   WHEN  MY  HUSBAND  SHOWED  HIM 

5  THE  HOUSES  ON  RECON'S  MAP,  MR.  LARSON  SAID  THAT  HE'D 

6  WONDERED  WHERE  ALL  OF  THE  TRAFFIC  HAD  COME  FROM  WHEN  THEY 

7  DID  THE  STUDY  OF  THAT  ROAD.   IF  THEY  MISSED  60  PEOPLE 

8  LIVING  WITHIN  A  HALF  MILE  OF  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  EXTENSION, 

9  WHAT  ELSE  OF  MAJOR  IMPACT  DID  THEY  MISS  IN  THIS  E.I.S.? 

10  THANK  YOU. 

11  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THE  NEXT  SPEAKER  IS  DAVID  LANHAM, 

12  FOLLOWED  BY  —  IT  LOOKS  R.J.  METKUS. 

13  MR.  LANHAM:   THANK  YOU.   MY  NAME  IS  DAVID  LANHAM. 

14  I'M  A  RESIDENT  OF  THE  CITY  OF  RIVERSIDE. 

15  I'M  HERE  TO  SPEAK  BRIEFLY  ABOUT  THE  AIR  QUALITY, 

16  AND  I'D  LIKE  TO  THANK  MR.  BOB  COLE  FROM  M.R.C.  BECAUSE  I 

17  THINK  HE  DID  A  BETTER  JOB  THAN  I  DID.   HE  MENTIONED 

18  SOMETHING  ABOUT  PRISTINE  AIR.   I  THINK  THOSE  PICTURES 

19  THERE,  THE  SLIDES  THERE,  SHOWED  THE  CLEAR  AIR.   THEY  LOOK 

20  LIKE  THAT  HAMM'S  BEER  COMMERCIAL  WHERE  YOU  CAN  SEE  THE 

21  DEER  COME  ACROSS  FROM  THE  SUNSET.   ALSO,  THAT  DEEP  BLUE 

22  SKY  UP  THERE.   AS  I  SAID,  I  LIVE  IN  RIVERSIDE,  I  WORK  IN 

23  LOS  ANGELES/PASADENA  AREA,  I  DON'T  SEE  BLUE  SKIES  LIKE 

24  THAT  VERY  OFTEN. 

25  BASICALLY,  ALONG  THOSE  LINES,  I  GUESS  I  JUST 

26  WANTED  TO  SAY  THAT  THE  BEST  PROTECTION  AGAINST  POTENTIAL 
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60  1  LEAKAGE  FROM  A  NEW  LANDFILL  AND  DAMAGE  TO  THE  AIR  IS  TO 

2  NOT  BUILD  IT  IN  THE  FIRST  PLACE. 

3  THIS  PROJECT,  AGAIN,  IS  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL 
H  DISASTER  WAITING  TO  HAPPEN.   THE  RIVERSIDE  PLANNING 

5  COMMISSION  SHOULD  VOTE  AGAINST  IT. 

6  PERHAPS  WE  SHOULD  LISTEN  TO  OTHER  SO-CALLED 

7  PROFESSIONALS  IN  THE  LANDFILL  INDUSTRY  TO  BETTER 

8  UNDERSTAND  THE  TOTAL  PICTURE. 

9  I  HAVE  LEARNED  THAT  AN  OFFICIAL  OF  M.R.C., 

10  MR.  RICK  DANIELS  —  AND  IN  FACT  I  FOUND  OUT  TODAY  THAT 

11  MR.  DANIELS  WHO  IS  THE  PRESIDENT  OF  M.R.C.,  UP  UNTIL 

12  RECENTLY  WORKED  FOR  WASTE  MANAGEMENT,  INC. 

13  WASTE  MANAGEMENT  IS  ATTEMPTING  TO  GAIN  APPROVAL 

14  FOR  A  NEW  LANDFILL  KNOWN  AT  GREGORY  CANYON  IN  NORTH 

15  SAN  DIEGO  COUNTY.   IN  HIS  WASTE  MANAGEMENT  POSITION, 

16  MR.  DANIELS  VERY  OFTEN  SPOKE  AGAINST  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN, 

61  17  AGAINST  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  PROJECT.   MR.  DANIELS,  AT 

18  SEVERAL  COMMUNITY  GROUP  MEETINGS,  STATED  THAT  THE  EAGLE 

19  MOUNTAIN  PROJECT  WOULD  HARM  THE  AIR,  THE  WATER,  AND  THE 

20  TURTLE  POPULATION. 

21  I  ASSUME  MR.  DANIELS  HAS  A  DIFFERENT  POSITION 

22  TODAY,  SINCE  HE'S  NOW  WORKING  FOR  M.R.C.   AND  I  WONDER  HOW 

23  HE  CAN  LOOK  AT  HIMSELF  IN  THE  MIRROR.   PERHAPS  IT  HAS 

24  SOMETHING  TO  DO  WITH  MONEY  AND  REALLY  NO  CONCERN  FOR  OUR 

25  ENVIRONMENT. 

26  REGARDLESS,  IF  IT  IS  HIS  FEELING  THAT  SUDDENLY 
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M.R.C.  WILL  PROTECT  THE  ENVIRONMENT,  CAN  WE  BELIEVE  HIM? 
I  DON'T. 

I'D  LIKE  TO  POINT  OUT  ALSO  THAT  AT  ONE  TIME 
WASTE  MANAGEMENT,  INC.  LOOKED  INTO  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  SITE 
THEMSELVES.   THEIR  OWN  ENVIRONMENTAL  PEOPLE  DECIDED  TO  GO 

6  OUT  AND  HARM  THE  ENVIRONMENT,  AND  NOW  ARE  PROPOSING  THE 

7  AMBOY  SITE  IN  SAN  BERNARDINO  COUNTY  AS  A  (INAUDIBLE) 

8  PROJECT. 

9  I'D  LIKE  TO  ALSO  POINT  OUT  A  POINT  THAT  WAS  MADE 

10  AT  ONE  OF  THE  B.L.M.  HEARINGS  HELD  IN  PALM  DESERT,  A 

11  STATEMENT  THAT  WAS  MADE  BY  MR.  CASS  ALVIN,  WHO  IDENTIFIED 

12  HIMSELF  AS  A  LABOR  OFFICIAL  FROM  DOWNEY.   I  WANT  TO 

13  EMPHASIZE  THE  FACT  THAT  HE'S  FROM  DOWNEY,  FROM  OUTSIDE  OF 

14  THIS  AREA.   MR.  ALVIN  CLAIMED  THAT  ORGANIZED  LABOR  IS 

15  SUPPORTING  THIS  PROJECT.   MR.  ALVIN  IS  WRONG,  AND  I  TOLD 

16  HIM  SO  AFTER  THE  B.L.M.  HEARING. 

17  IN  REALITY,  LABOR  IS  TOTALLY  AGAINST  THIS 

18  PROJECT.   AT  A  RECENT  RIVERSIDE/SAN  BERNARDINO  BUILDING 

19  TRADES  MEETING,  THE  AFFILIATES  VOTED  TO  OPPOSE  EAGLE 

20  MOUNTAIN. 

21  IN  ADDITION,  I  HAVE  WITH  ME  A  COPY  OF  A  LETTER 

22  SIGNED  BY  JERRY  CREMMONS  (PHONETIC),  WHO  IS  PRESIDENT  OF 

23  THE  CALIFORNIA  STATE  BUILDING  TRADES  ASSOCIATION,  WHICH  IS 

24  ADDRESSED  TO  THE  B.L.M.   AND  IT  STATES,  IN  PART,  AND  I 

25  HAVE  A  COPY  OF  IT  THAT  I'LL  PROBABLY  GIVE  COMMISSIONER 

26  MARES,  I'LL  QUOTE  THIS: 
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"A  REVIEW  OF  THE  E.I.R./E.I.S.  SUBMITTED 
TO  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  PROJECT  RAISES 
SERIOUS  ENVIRONMENTAL  ISSUES.   THE 
EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  PROJECT,  IF  APPROVED, 
WILL  HAVE  A  NEGATIVE  EFFECT  ON  OUR 
DESERT  AIR,  GROUND  WATER,  VEGETATION 
AND  ANIMAL  LIFE  FOR  GENERATIONS  BEYOND 
THAT  115-YEAR  LIFESPAN  OF  THE  LANDFILL. 

"THE  STATE  TAXPAYERS  ARE  FACED  WITH  A 
REFUSE  TIME  BOMB  WHICH  WILL  COST 
BILLIONS  OF  DOLLARS  TO  RECTIFY, 
WHILE  MINE  RECLAMATION,  INC.  ENJOYS 
ALL  THE  FINANCIAL  BENEFITS  WITHOUT 
CONCERN  FOR  THE  LONG-TERM  INJURY  TO 
CALIFORNIA. 

"THE  STATE  BUILDING  AND  CONSTRUCTION 
TRADES  COUNSEL  IS  PRIMARILY  INTERESTED 
IN  CREATING  JOBS  FOR  INDIVIDUAL  MEMBERS. 
HOWEVER,  WE  MUST  GO  ON  RECORD  AS  BEING 
IN  OPPOSITION  TO  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN 
LANDFILL  PROJECT.   THE  FEW  JOBS  CREATED 
BY  THIS  ENDEAVOR  IS  OUTWEIGHED  BY  THE 
ENORMOUS  AMOUNT  OF  RISK  FACING  FUTURE 
GENERATIONS  OF  WORK  IN  CALIFORNIA." 
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1  I  KNOW  MY  TIME  IS  GETTING  SHORT.   I  JUST  HAVE  A 

2  FEW  MORE  STATEMENTS. 

64  3  WHO  SUPPORTS  THIS  PROJECT?  M.R.C.,  OF  COURSE, 

4  WHO  WILL  MAKE  SO  MUCH  MONEY  THAT  THEY  WILL  BE  ABLE  TO 

5  TEASE  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  WITH  APPROXIMATELY  30  MILLION 

6  DOLLARS  PER  YEAR  AS  A  PAYOFF;  ALSO,  THE  KAISER  RETIREES, 

7  WHO  HAVE  BEEN  TOLD  THAT  THE  HEALTH  PLAN  THAT  WAS  GOING  TO 

8  BE  LOST  IN  THE  PAST  WILL  RECEIVE  SOME  PARTIAL 

9  REIMBURSEMENT. 

10  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  REMIND  THE  RETIREES  THAT  KAISER 

11  IS  THE  ONE  THAT  LET  YOU  DOWN  IN  THE  FIRST  PLACE,  AND  I 

12  WOULDN'T  TRUST  THEM.   ANYWAY,  I  DON'T  THINK  THIS  IS  ENOUGH 

13  TO  SELL  OUT  OUR  ENVIRONMENT. 

65  14  FINALLY,  OTHERS  IN  FAVOR  OF  THIS  PROJECT  ARE 

15  SPINELESS  LOS  ANGELES  AREA  POLITICIANS.   YOU  SEE,  IT'S 

16  EASY  TO  STACK  PEOPLE  ON  TOP  OF  PEOPLE  FOR  ENDLESS  MILES  OF 

17  CONCRETE,  BECAUSE  THAT'S  PROGRESS  AND  THAT  LINES  THE 

18  POCKETS  WITH  CAMPAIGN  MONEY.   WHEN  FACED  WITH  A  DECISION 

19  SUCH  AS  WHERE  TO  PLACE  THE  LANDFILL  OR  DISPOSE  OF  TRASH, 

20  THESE  SAME  SPINELESS  POLITICIANS  EYE  OUR  CALIFORNIA  DESERT 

21  AS  A  SOLUTION  TO  THEIR  PROBLEMS.   AS  A  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY 

22  RESIDENT,  I  RESENT  THEIR  ATTEMPT. 

23  IN  CLOSING,  I  AGAIN  URGE  YOU  TO  VOTE  AGAINST  THE 

24  PROPOSED  PROJECT. 

25  THANK  YOU. 

26  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THE  NEXT  SPEAKER  IS  R.J.  ~  IT 
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LOOKS  LIKE  METKUS.   NOT  HERE? 

LARRY  CHAPIED  THEN.  YOU  WANTED  TO  BE  LAST.   AND 
THEN  HE  HAVE  SOME  ADDITIONAL  TESTIMONY. 

MR.  CHARPIED:   THANK  YOU.   MY  NAME  IS  LARRY  CHARPIED, 
C  H  A  R  P  I  E  D,  AND  I  LIVE  IN  DESERT  CENTER.   I'M  A 
FARMER.   I'M  FOUR  MILES  BELOW  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT  AREA. 

AND  I  HAVE  SEVERAL  THINGS  I'D  LIKE  TO  GO  OVER.  A 
COUPLE  OF  THEM  ARE  IN  THE  E.I.R.   AND  WHAT  A  COUPLE  OF 
THEM  START  OUT  TO  BE  ARE  OPINIONS,  APPARENTLY,  OF  WHOEVER 
WROTE  THIS  E.I.R. 

AND  THE  FIRST  ONE  IS  OF  THE  WATER  QUALITY.   AND 
THE  E.I.R.  STATES  THAT  THE  WATER  QUALITY  IS  NOT  GOOD  FOR 
DOMESTIC  USE  AND  ALSO  NOT  VERY  GOOD  FOR  AGRICULTURAL  USE. 

WHEREAS,  IN  THE  CALIFORNIA  PARK  AND  WATER 
RESOURCE  BULLETIN  NO.  118  IT  STATES  -  IT  COMPARES  THE 
WATER  QUALITY  IN  ALL  OF  WATER  BASINS  IN  CALIFORNIA.   AND 
THE  BLYTHE  AREA,  THE  CHUCKWALLA  AREA  AND  THE  COACHELLA 
VALLEY  AREA  ALL  HAVE  IDENTICAL  WATER,  AND  WE  ALL  KNOW  THAT 
BLYTHE  USES  993  MILLION  GALLONS  A  YEAR  FOR  DOMESTIC  USE. 
AND  WE  ALSO  ALL  CAN  LOOK  AROUND  AND  SEE  WHAT  COACHELLA 
DOES  WITH' THE  WATER  AROUND  HERE. 

THE  NEXT  THING  THAT  REALLY  KIND  OF  IRKS  ME  IS 
HOW  M.R.C.  CONTINUALLY  SAYS  THAT  THE  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  AREA 
IS  NOT  PRISTINE  AND  NOT  AESTHETICALLY  BEAUTIFUL.   WELL,  I 
KIND  OF  LOOK  AT  THE  LOS  ANGELES  AREA,  WHERE  MOST  OF  YOU 
PEOPLE  ARE,  AS  THE  SAME.   AND  I  THINK  THAT  MAYBE,  SEEING 
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AS  HOW  THE  LOS  ANGELES  AREA  IS  ALREADY  DEGRADED,  MAYBE  WE 
JUST  SHOULD  DUMP  THERE  AND  FORGET  ABOUT  POLLUTING  OUT 

3  HERE. 

4  THE  E.I.R.  BASES  ITS  TORTOISE  MITIGATION  ON  A 

68  5  STUDY  DONE  BY  GENE  CARR,  AN  EMPLOYEE  OF  RECON,  FORMER 

6  EMPLOYEE  OF  M.R.C.,  PERFORMED  IN  CLARK  COUNTY,  NEVADA.   IN 

7  CLARK  COUNTY,  THEIR  MITIGATION  OF  THE  DESERT  TORTOISE  WILL 

8  BE  THEY  WILL  IN  FACT  PICK  THE  TORTOISES  UP,  TAKE  THEM  TO  A 

9  TORTOISE  RESERVATION.   IF  THESE  TORTOISES  ARE  NOT  ADOPTED 

10  IN  FIVE  DAYS,  THEY  WILL  GIVE  THEM  A  LETHAL  INJECTION.   AND 

11  I  AM  WONDERING,  IF  THIS  IS  WHAT  THE  PLANS  ARE  FOR  THE 

12  TORTOISES,  IS  THAT  THE  PLAN  FOR  THE  PEOPLE  THAT  DON'T  WANT 

13  TO  GO  ALONG  WITH  THIS,  TOO? 

14  ACCORDING  TO  THE  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  SOLID  WASTE 

15  MANAGEMENT  PLAN,  FINAL  DRAFT  1989,  PAGE  ROMAN  NUMERALS  IV, 

16  PAGE  5,  THE  LAST  PARAGRAPH.   IT  SAYS: 

17  "IN  NO  INCIDENCE  SHALL  EXPORTING 

18  OF  WASTES  WITH  A  PUBLIC  SITE  BE 

19  RELIED  UPON  FOR  LOCAL"  —  "BEING 

20  RELIED  UPON  FOR  LOCAL  USE  BE 

21  CONSIDERED  ANYTHING  BUT  A 

22  SHORT-TERM,  FIVE  YEARS  OR  LESS 

23  WASTE  MANAGEMENT  SOLUTION  FOR  THE 

24  EXPORTING  AGENCY." 

69  25  IS  THERE  A  COUNTY  LAW  THAT  LET'S  PRIVATE 

26  INDUSTRY  IMPORT  GARBAGE  FOR  LONGER  PERIODS  OF  TIME,  WHEN 
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THE  COUNTY   SAYS   THEY   DON'T   THINK    IT'S   A   GOOD    IDEA? 

IN   THE   SAME   PLAN,    THE   WASTE   MANAGEMENT   PLAN,    IT 


SAYS: 


"THE   INITIAL   COST  TO   EXPORTING 
AGENCIES,    AS   WELL   AS   A   GRADUATING 
COST   STRUCTURE,    SHOULD   BE   INCLUDED 
TO   PROVIDE  A   DISINCENTIVE   FOR 
EXPORTING   GARBAGE  TO   RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY." 
AND   I   DON'T   SEE   THIS   AT  ALL   IN   A   100-YEAR 


PROJECT. 


THE   NEXT  THING    I   WOULD   LIKE  TO   TALK   ABOUT   IS 
SOME   OF  THE   STRUCTURAL   PARTS   OF  THE   PROPOSAL. 

THE   E.I.R.    STATES   THE   COVER   ON   THE   LANDFILL   WILL 
PROTECT  ANY   WATER   FROM   GOING   DOWN    INTO   THE   LANDFILL.      AND 
THEN  A   LITTLE   LATER   ON   IN   THE   SAME   E.I.R.    IT  SAYS   THAT 
BECAUSE   OF  ANAEROBIC   DIGESTION,    FLUIDS   WILL   BE   CREATED, 
BUT  THESE   SAME   FLUIDS   WILL  THEN   EVAPORATE   UP  THROUGH   THIS 
COVER.      IT  DOESN'T  MAKE   SENSE  TO   ME   THAT  WATER   CAN'T   GO 
THROUGH   BUT   IT   CAN   COME   UP   THROUGH    IT. 

ANOTHER   THEORY   PRESENTED    IS   ONE  THAT   HAS   ME 
REALLY  BAFFLED,    AND   THEY  TALK  ABOUT  THE   LANDFILL 
ABSORPTION   CAPACITY,    AND   THIS   IS   WHEN   YOU   ABSORB   ANY 
FLUIDS   COMING   DOWN,    AND  THIS   WILL   PROTECT   US. 

THE   PROBLEM   WITH   THAT   IS,    WE   HAVE   OVER  AND   OVER 
SEEN   ON   A  TELEVISION   OR   IN   A   NEWSPAPER   WHEN   THEY   GO   TO   AN 
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OLD   LANDFILL   AND   EXCAVATE    IT,    AND   THEY'LL   FIND   AN   OLD 
NEWSPAPER   OR   TELEPHONE   BOOK   IN   PERFECT   CONDITION.      AND 
WHAT'S   HAPPENING   HERE   IS   BECAUSE   OF   THE   MONEY   INCENTIVES, 
THESE   LANDFILLS   ARE   COMPACTED   AS   MUCH   AS   THEY   CAN   TO   GET 
AS  MUCH   AS   THEY   CAN    IN.      THEREFORE,    THE   MAJORITY  OF  THIS 
STUFF  THAT   CAN   ABSORB  NEVER   COMES    IN   CONTACT  WITH   THE 
WATER.      WATER   FOLLOWS   THE   PATH   OF   LEAST   RESISTANCE,    WHICH 
IS   USUALLY  DUE   TO  THE  ANAEROBIC   BREAKDOWN   AS   WELL   AS 
THINGS  THAT  WERE   ALREADY  DUMPED   IN   THERE   THAT   HAVE   FLUIDS. 

AND  AS   SOON  AS   THE   RAIN   DOES   ENTER   INTO   THESE, 
IT  JUST   FOLLOWS   THE   PATH   OF   LEAST  RESISTANCE,    TAKING   THESE 
HAZARDOUS   MATERIALS   CREATED   IN  THE   LANDFILL  DOWN  TO   THE 
BOTTOM. 

ACCORDING  TO  THE   DEPARTMENT  OF   WATER   RESOURCES 
BULLETIN   118   AND   97-1,    THIS   HAS   ME   BAFFLED   ALSO   BY   LOOKING 
AT  THE   E.I.R.,    BECAUSE  THEY  SAY  THAT  THE   CHUCKWALLA  VALLEY 
IS  AN    ISOLATED   AQUIFER,    AND   DON'T  WORRY,    IF   IT  GETS 
POLLUTED,    IT'S   NOT   GOING   TO   HURT  ANYBODY   OUT  THERE. 

ACCORDING   TO   THE   STATE,    THE   CHUCKWALLA  AQUIFER 
IS   DIRECTLY   CONNECTED  TO   THE   COLORADO   RIVER   AND   IS   ALSO 
DIRECTLY   CONNECTED   TO  THE   COACHELLA   VALLEY   AQUIFER. 

IN   THESE   STUDIES   THE   STATE   MADE,    THE   MAIN 
GRADING   IS    IN   TOWARDS  THE   DIRECTION   OF  THE   COLORADO   RIVER. 
IN   FACT,    THE   WATER  DRAINS    FROM  THE   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN/DESERT 
CENTER  AREA  TO   THE   COLORADO   RIVER. 

THEY  ALSO   SAY  AT  THE   DESERT   CENTER  AREA  THE 
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1  GRADIENT  IS  ALMOST  MINIMAL. 

2  WHAT  WE  HAVE  HERE  IS  THE  PROPOSED  WORLD'S 
LARGEST  GARBAGE  DUMP,  WITH  THE  POSSIBILITY  OF  POLLUTING  IN 
THE  WORLD'S  LARGEST  WAY.   AND  WE  ALL  KNOW,  BECAUSE  OF 
TAKING  A  PHYSICS  CLASS  IN  HIGH  SCHOOL  OR  WHATEVER,  THAT 

73     6  BECAUSE  OF  CONCENTRATION,  WHEN  THIS  WATER  GETS  POLLUTED, 

7  THE  HIGH  CONCENTRATION  WILL  MOVE  TO  THE  LOW  CONCENTRATION, 

8  AND  EVENTUALLY  IT  WILL  MAKE  IT  TO  THE  COACHELLA  VALLEY. 

9  NEXT  I'D  LIKE  TO  GET  INTO  THE  LINERS.   WHAT  I'D 

10  LIKE  TO  TALK  ABOUT  IS  WHAT  THE  E.P.A.  SAYS  IN  THE  FEDERAL 

11  REGISTRY,    FEBRUARY  5TH,    1981,    PAGE  11,128.      THE  E.P.A. 

12  STATES: 

13  "ALL  LANDFILLS  WILL  EVENTUALLY  LEAK." 

14  THEY  ALSO  GO  ON  TO  SAY: 

15  "DATA  AND  SCIENTIFIC  PREDICTIONS 

16  INDICATE,  EVEN  WITH  THE  APPLICATION 

17  OF  THE  BEST  AVAILABLE  TECHNOLOGY, 

18  IT  WILL  OCCUR  EVENTUALLY." 

19  THE  SAME  FEDERAL  REGISTRY,  EXCEPT  A  YEAR  LATER, 

20  PAGE  11,129: 

21  "EVENTUALLY  LINERS  WILL  DEGRADE, 

22  TEAR  OR  CRACK  AND  ALLOW  LIQUIDS 

23  TO  MIGRATE  OUT  OF  THE  (INAUDIBLE)." 

74    24  MY  QUESTION  IS,  HOW  CAN  YOU  PREDICT  ALL  OF  THE 

25  POSSIBLE  COMBINATIONS  OF  CHEMICALS  THAT  THEY'RE  GOING  TO 

26  DUMP  IN  THERE,  WHAT  CHEMICALS  THESE  ARE  GOING  TO  MAKE  ONCE 
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1  THEY  COMBINE,  AND  HOW  THEY  WILL  ATTACK  THIS  LINER,  AND 

2  WHAT  THEY  WILL  DO  TO  THIS  LINER,  AS  WELL  AS  THE  LEACHATE 

3  COLLECTION  SYSTEM  PIPES,  AND  AS  WELL  AS  THE  GAS  COLLECTION 

4  SYSTEM  PIPES? 

75  5  THESE  CHEMICALS  ARE  GOING  TO  WEAKEN  AND  SOFTEN 

6  THESE  PIPES,  AND  THE  WEIGHT  OF  THIS  GARBAGE  IS  GOING  TO 

7  COLLAPSE  THESE  PIPES,  THEN  WE  HAVE  NO  LEACHATE  COLLECTION 

8  SYSTEM.   WHAT  WE  HAVE  IS  A  LINER  THAT'S  GOING  TO  LEAK,  THE 

9  WORLD'S  LARGEST  GARBAGE  DUMP  LEAKING  INTO  ONE  OF  THE 

10  STATE'S  LARGEST  AQUIFERS.   AND  WE'VE  GOT  NO  ALTERNATIVE. 

11  WE'RE  DEAD. 

12  ANOTHER  THING  I'D  LIKE  TO  TALK  ABOUT  IS  RIGHT 

13  NOW  THEY  CONSIDER  STATE-OF-THE-ART  LANDFILLS  AS  DOUBLE 

14  COMPOSITE  LINERS,  WHICH  IS  THE  GRAVEL,  CLAY,  PLASTIC, 

15  GRAVEL,  CLAY,  PLASTIC  AGAIN.   AND  PLASTIC  ON  THE  WHOLE 

16  THING.   WE'RE  TALKING  ABOUT  THE  WORLD'S  LARGEST  GARBAGE 

76  17  DUMP.   WHY  AREN'T  WE  TALKING  ABOUT  STATE-OF-THE-ART 

18  TECHNOLOGY  INSTEAD  OF  WHAT  CAN  WE  AFFORD  NOW  AND  HOW  CAN 

19  WE  PUT  IT  OFF  UNTIL  LATER? 

20  THEY'RE  TALKING  ABOUT  NOW  HAVING  TRANSFER 

77  21  STATIONS' FOR  TWO  YEARS.   HOW  ARE  WE  GOING  TO  ELIMINATE 

22  HAZARDOUS  WASTE  FROM  GETTING  IN  THIS?  ALREADY  S.E.S. 

23  ENGINEERS  PREDICTS,  AND  THIS  IS  CONSERVATIVE,  IF  THE 

24  TRANSFER  STATIONS  ARE  INTACT,  THAT  .01  PERCENT  OR  4,000 

25  POUNDS  OF  HAZARDOUS  WASTE  WILL  ENTER  THAT  FOR  THE  FIRST 

26  TWO  YEARS.   WHAT  DOES  THAT  MEAN?   WHAT'S  GOING  TO  GO  INTO 
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1  THAT  HOLE? 

2  THE  E.P.A.  HIRED  A  COMPANY  CALLED  GEO  SERVICES 

3  OUT  OF  BOYNTON,  FLORIDA.   AND  WHAT  THEY  DID  HAS  STUDIES  ON 

4  LINERS.  CLAY  LINERS  AND  PLASTIC  LINERS.   WHAT  THEY  SAID 

5  ABOUT  CLAY  LINERS,  AND  THESE  ARE  CLAY  LINERS  MEETING 

6  E.P.A.  DESIGNED  REGULATION  PERMEABILITY,  TEN  POINT 

7  NEGATIVE  SEVEN,  WHICH  IS  THE  SAME  AS  IN  THE  E.I.R.   AND 

8  WHAT  THEY  SAY  ABOUT  THESE  CLAY  LINERS  IS  THAT  A  THREE-FOOT 

9  INCH  HEAD  ON  THIS  CLAY  LINER  WILL  TAKE  15  YEARS  TO  LEAK. 
10  ONCE  IT  LEAKS,  IT  WILL  LEAK  AT  90  GALLONS  PER  DAY. 

78  11  THE  PROPOSAL  IN  THIS  PROJECT  IS  A  ONE-FOOT  CLAY 

12  LINER.   DOES  THAT  MEAN  IN  LESS  THAN  FIVE  YEARS  IT'S  GOING 

13  TO  START  LEAKING  ON  US? 

IH  IT  SAYS  A  COMPOSITE  LINER,  THEY  CALL  IT  F.L.M., 

15  FLEXIBLE  —  OR  F.M.L.,  FLEXIBLE  MEMBRANE  LINERS.   THEY  SAY 

16  ALL  FLEXIBLE  MEMBRANE  LINERS  LEAK  BECAUSE  OF  INHERENT 

17  FLAWS.   THEY  SAY  IN  MANUFACTURING  THERE  ARE  PINHOLES. 

18  THEY  ARE  CARBON  DEPOSITS  WHICH  MAKE  THE  STRETCH  MARKS, 

19  ET  CETERA. 

20  THEY  ALSO  SAY  THAT  IN  A  PROJECT  OF  THIS 

21  MAGNITUDE  WHERE  THEY  HAVE  TO  PUT  TOGETHER  SEVERAL  OF  THESE 

79  22  PLASTIC  LINERS,  THAT  THERE  WILL  ALSO  BE  LEAKS.   THEY'RE 

23  TALKING  ABOUT  THE  BEST  CASE  SCENARIO  WHERE  YOU  HAVE  A  MAN 

24  WALKING  BEHIND  THEM  WITH  A  DETECTION  UNIT,  AND  YOU  ARE 

25  STILL  GETTING  LEAKS  HERE.   THEY'RE  TALKING  IN  EXCESS  OF  90 

26  GALLONS  PER  ACRE  PER  DAY  IN  THE  LANDFILL.   WE'RE  TALKING 
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1  ABOUT  WHAT?   37,000  ACRE  LANDFILL  FOOTPRINT?   SOME 

2  PHENOMENAL  NUMBER  LIKE  THAT, 

3  ANOTHER  THING  THAT  HAS  ME  REALLY  CONCERNED  IS 

4  THAT  IN  FACT  WE  HAVE  SEEN  THE  KAISER  STEEL  RAILROAD  LINES 

5  BE  WASHED  OUT,  AND  BECAUSE  OF  THE  MAGNITUDE  OF  THAT,  BE 

6  INCAPACITATED  FOR  SEVERAL  WEEKS  AND  MORE. 

7  SO  WE'RE  TALKING  ABOUT  —  TO  BRING  20,000  TONS 

8  OF  GARBAGE  A  DAY,  WE'RE  TALKING  ABOUT  1,000  TRUCKS  UP  AND 

9  THE  SAME  1,000  TRUCKS  BACK  DOWN.   I  DON'T  SEE  HOW  THEY 

10  EVEN  TALKED  ABOUT  THE  IMPACT  OF  THESE  UPON  OUR  PARTICULAR 

11  AREA. 

12  WHAT  REALLY  HAS  ME  UPSET  ABOUT  THIS  WHOLE  THING 

13  IS  I  KEEP  HEARING  OVER  AND  OVER  AGAIN  THAT  THERE  IS  NO 

14  ALTERNATIVE  TO  THIS  LANDFILL  IDEA.   WE  JUST  CAN'T  KEEP 

15  CONTINUING  WITH  THIS  OSTRICH  APPROACH  OF  BURYING  OUR 

16  GARBAGE  IN  THE  GROUND  AND  ACTING  LIKE  IT'S  ALL  TAKEN  CARE 

17  OF,   AND  WE  KNOW  IT  COMES  BACK  TO  HAUNT  US. 

18  RIGHT  NOW  THERE  ARE  SEVERAL  TECHNOLOGIES 

19  AVAILABLE.   THERE  ARE  ALSO  ALTERNATIVES  FOR  THIS 

20  PARTICULAR  PIT  THAT  WILL  GENERATE  INCOME. 

21  ONE  ALTERNATIVE  IS  A  HYDROELECTRIC  PLANT,  WHICH 

22  WOULD  USE  WATER  FROM  THE  CANAL,  PUMP  IT  UP  DURING  LOW  COST 

23  HOURS,  STORE  IT  DURING  HIGH  COST  HOURS,  LET  IT  RUN  BACK 

24  DOWN,  GENERATE  ELECTRICITY  AT  80  PERCENT  EFFICIENCY.   IT'S 

25  NON-POLLUTING,  IT'S  GOING  TO  CREATE  JOBS,  AND  WE  HAVE  THE 

26  SAME  THING  WE'RE  TALKING  ABOUT  HERE,  BUT  NOT  THIS 
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1  ENVIRONMENTAL  TIME  BOMB. 

2  TWO  OTHER  ALTERNATIVES  TO  LANDFILLS  THEMSELVES, 
82     3  I  DON'T  KNOW  WHY  THEY  HAVEN'T  BEEN  EXPLORED  BY  RIVERSIDE 

H  COUNTY,  BECAUSE  WE'RE  GOING  TO  START  NEEDING  THEM,  AS  WELL 

5  AS  WHY  LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY  ISN'T  BEING  MADE  TO  EXPLORE 

6  THESE.   ONE  IS  CALLED  LANDFILL  MINING.   LANDFILL  MINING  IS 

7  WHERE  YOU  GO  TO  OLD  LANDFILLS,  YOU  DIG  THEM  UP  AND  YOU 

8  REMOVE  ALL  OF  THE  RECYCLABLES  AND  COMPOSTING  MATERIAL,  AND 

9  YOU  SELL  THOSE. 

10  BECAUSE  YOU'VE  DUG  THIS  LANDFILL  UP,  YOU  CAN 

11  THEN  LINE  IT  TO  BETTER  PROTECT  YOUR  WATER.   AND  THEN, 

12  BECAUSE  YOU  DUG  OUT  ALL  OF  THESE  RECYCLABLES  IN  THE  FIRST 

13  PLACE,  YOU  ACTUALLY  HAVE  EXPANDED  YOUR  LANDFILL  CAPACITY, 

14  WHICH  YOU  CAN  THEN  RESELL. 

15  WE  LOOK  AT  THIS,  C.C.V.,  WHICH  IS  A  COMMITTEE 

16  THAT  I  AM  ON,  AND  WE  ARE  OPPOSED  TO  THE  PROJECT.   WE  LOOK 

17  AT  THIS  AS  A  WIN,  WIN,  WIN  SITUATION.   YOU  GENERATE  INCOME 

18  BY  CLEANING  IT  UP.   YOU  GENERATE  INCOME  FROM  THE  EXTRA 

19  SPACE,  PLUS  YOU  ALSO  PROTECT  YOUR  WATER.   AND  WE  WANT  TO 

20  KNOW  WHY  PEOPLE  AREN'T  LOOKING  INTO  THIS  AS  OPPOSED  TO  THE 

21  PROPOSED  WORLD'S  LARGEST  GARBAGE  DUMP. 

22  I  NEED  TO  --  AND  I  DID  ASK,  BUT  I  WANT  TO  JUST 

23  ASK  NOW,  THIS  IS  APPARENTLY  FORMAL,  THAT  THE  BOARD  ALLOW 

24  C.C.V.  TO  SHOW  TWO  FILMS  ON  BOTH  OF  THE  ALTERNATIVES  THAT 

25  I  JUST  MENTIONED  AT  THE  NEXT  MEETING  IN  THE  DESERT  CENTER 

26  AREA.   THEY'RE  APPROXIMATELY  ABOUT  22  MINUTES  TOTAL  TIME, 
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1  THESE  TWO. 

2  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   I  UNDERSTOOD  IT  WAS  TEN  MINUTES. 

3  MR.  CHARPIED:   WELL,  THERE  IS  TWO  FILMS;  ONE  IS  TEN 
H  AND  THE  OTHER  IS  TWELVE.   ONE  IS  ON  RECON,  WHICH  IS  A 

5  DIGESTION  OF  THE  ORGANIC  THING  SO  THAT  YOU  DON'T  HAVE  TO 

8  THROW  THAT  AND  THE  OTHER  INTO  THE  LANDFILL  MINE.   WE 

7  BELIEVE  THAT  THE  COMBINATION  OF  THESE  TWO  CAN  REDUCE  WHAT 

8  GOES  INTO  A  LANDFILL  BY  80  TO  90  PERCENT.   AND  WE  FEEL 

9  THIS  IS  IMPORTANT  INFORMATION  BEFORE  YOU  MAKE  YOUR 

10  DECISION. 

11  MS.  VALDE2:   HAS  STAFF  SEEN  THESE? 

12  MR.  CHARPIED:   NO,  MA'AM.   I  DIDN'T  REALIZE  THAT  WE 

13  WOULD  HAVE  A  SHOW  AND  TELL,  SO  I  WASN'T  PREPARED  FOR  THAT. 
1H  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   WELL,  I  DON'T  HAVE  A  PROBLEM. 

15  MS.  KELLEY:   I  HAVE  NO  OBJECTION. 

16  MS.  VALDEZ:   OKAY. 

17  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   OKAY. 

18  MR.  CHARPIED:   OKAY.   AND  MY  LAST  THING  IS  —  WELL, 

19  ACTUALLY  TWO  THINGS. 

20  ONE  IS,  IS  THERE  A  WAY  THAT  I  CAN  GET  A  COPY  OF 

21  THE  COUNTY  WASTE  MANAGEMENT  CONSULTANT'S  REPORT  THAT  HE 

22  GAVE  TO  YOU  EARLIER  TODAY? 

23  MS.  VALDEZ:   I  THINK  IT'S  A  DRAFT  DOCUMENT,  IS  IT 
2H  NOT? 

25  MR.  MARES:   IT  IS  AN  INTERIM  REPORT,  BUT  I  WILL 

26  PROVIDE  YOU  A  COPY.   I  DON'T  HAVE  IT  AVAILABLE  RIGHT  NOW. 
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1  I   WILL  SEND   IT  TO  YOU 

2 

3  AND   THE   LAST  THING,    I'D   JUST   LIKE   TO   SAY,    WE 

4  KEEP   HEARING   HOW   WE   WANT  TO   ACT   LIKE  A   COMMUNITY   HERE   AND 

5  THAT  LOS   ANGELES    IS   DOING   THIS   GOOD   THING   FOR   US.      YOU 

6  KNOW,    COACHELLA   VALLEY   SUPPLIES   A   LOT   OF   FOOD   TO 

7  LOS  ANGELES,    MAYBE   WE   CAN   TRADE  THEM   FOR  THE   GAS.      BUT 
IT'S   IN  THE  BEST   INTEREST  OF  THE   STATE   OF   CALIFORNIA   THAT 

9  EVERYBODY  TAKES   RESPONSIBILITY   FOR   THEIR   GARBAGE.      THERE 

10  ARE  VIABLE   ECONOMIC   ALTERNATIVES,    AND   I   THINK   WE   SHOULD   BE 

11  EMPHASIZING   THESE   AS   OPPOSED  TO   THE  WORLD'S   LARGEST 

12  GARBAGE  DUMP. 

13  THANK   YOU. 

14  MS.    VALDEZ:      MR.    CHARPIED,    YOU   MADE   SOME   REFERENCES 

15  TO   SOME   STUDIES   AND   FEDERAL   REGISTERS   AND   DOCUMENTS   THAT 

16  WERE   PROVIDED  BY  E.P.A.      COULD  YOU   MAKE  THOSE   AVAILABLE  TO 

17  THE   PLANNING   STAFF? 

18  MR.    CHARPIED:      YES,    MA'AM.      I   CAN   DO  THAT   IN   WRITING 

19  AND   I   WILL. 

20  MS.    VALDEZ:      OKAY,    I'D   APPRECIATE   THAT. 

21  MR.    CHARPIED:      THANK   YOU. 

22  CHAIRMAN   TURNER:      ONE   LAST  — 

MR.    CHARPIED:      I'M   SORRY,    I    FORGOT.      THEY  ASKED   ME   TO 
SHOW  THESE   SIGNATURES,    THE   1600   SHE   MENTIONED;    1,000 
COMING   FROM   YOUR   AREA,    AND   600   COMING   FROM  THE   DESERT 
CENTER  AREA,    WITH   A   POPULATION   OF  AROUND   200. 
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1  (LAUGHTER.) 

2  CHAIRMAN   TURNER:      THE   LAST   SPEAKER    IS   ERIK. 

3  FOLKS,    WE   HAVE   ONE   MORE   SPEAKER.      IS   ERIK    STILL 

4  HERE? 

5  MR.    JOKI:      SOME   SHORT   STORIES   TO   CLOSE   OUT  MY 

6  COMMENTS. 

7  FIRST;    FUNDS,    FORECLOSURE   AND   POST-CLOSURE.      AT 

8  C.V.A.G.'S   SEPTEMBER   9TH   MEETING,    M.R.C.    DECLARED   THAT  AT 

9  A   RATE   OF   FIVE   CENTS   PER  TON  THIS   WOULD   AMOUNT  TO   HUNDREDS 

10  OF  MILLIONS   OF   DOLLARS.      MY  CALCULATOR   MIGHT  BE 

11  UNDERPOWERED,    BECAUSE  A  NICKEL  TIMES   730  MILLION  TONS 

12  EQUALS   $36,000,500,000,    OVER   145  YEARS   WITH   COMPOUND 

13  INTEREST   PUSHING   THAT   VALUE,    AND   INFLATION   PUSHING  THAT 

14  VALUE,    IT  OBVIOUSLY  DOESN'T  AMOUNT  TO   HUNDREDS   OF  MILLIONS 

15  OF  DOLLARS. 

16  TRAIN   ACCIDENT  DATA.      THE   E.I.R.    HAS   A  TABLE   OF 

17  DATA   FROM   THE   YEARS    '82  THROUGH    '86.      MEANWHILE,    CURRENT 

18  P.U.C.    DATA   SHOWS   A  TREND   OF   INCREASING   RAIL   PROBLEMS, 

19  NAMELY  AN   83    PERCENT   INCREASE   IN  ACCIDENTS   FROM    '87 

20  THROUGH    '89. 

21  HAZARDOUS  WASTE  CALCULATION.      THE   E.I.R.    QUOTES 

22  ONE    INSTANCE   WHERE  THE   HAZARDOUS   WASTE   CONTENT  OF  TRASH 

23  WAS   DETERMINED.      THEY   CAME   UP   WITH   A   FIGURE   OF   2/10THS   OF 

24  A   PERCENT,    BY   THE   WAY.      THIS   IS   ONLY  ONE   NUMBER,    BUT   LET'S 

25  USE   IT   FOR   SOME   PERSPECTIVE.      20,000  TONS   A  DAY  TIMES    .002 

26  EQUALS   40   TONS   PER  DAY,    OR   80,000   POUNDS,    TIMES   365   DAYS, 
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1  TIMES  115  YEARS  EQUALS  APPROXIMATELY  3  A  BILLION  POUNDS  OF 

2  HAZARDOUS  WASTE  TO  DEAL  WITH.   WORKING  A  M.R.F.  CERTAINLY 

3  PROMISES  TO  BE  GREAT  DUTY. 

4  LASTLY,  A  DAILY  DOUBLE.   TWO  ITEMS  OF 

5  CONVENIENCE  FOR  L.A.;  TWO  ITEMS  OF  ARROGANCE:   RECYCLABLE 

6  STORAGE  AND  GREEN  WASTE. 

86  7  RECYCLABLE  STORAGE.   322  ACRES  ARE  PLANNED  FOR 

8  STORING  PIGGYBACK  CONTAINERS  FULL  OF  RECYCLABLES  FOR  WHICH 

9  THERE  IS  NO  IMMEDIATE  MARKET.   TALK  ABOUT  OUT  OF  SIGHT, 

10  OUT  OF  MIND.   LET  THE  E.I.R.  TELL  THEM  TO  STORE  THESE 

11  CONTAINERS  BACK  IN  L.A.  AND  SAVE  US  THE  TOTALLY 

12  UNNECESSARY  IMPACTS  OF  SHIPPING  THESE  CONTAINERS  BACK  AND 

13  FORTH. 

87  14  GREEN  WASTE.   THE  E.I.R.  HAS  A  BRIEF  COMMENT  ON 

15  COMPOST,  BUT  DOESN'T  ANSWER  THE  QUESTION,  WHAT  ABOUT  GREEN 

16  WASTE? 

88  17  COMPOSTING  ON-SITE.   IT'S  EQUALLY  AS  UNPALATABLE 

18  AS  RECYCLABLE  STORAGE  ON-SITE.   MY  TWO  CENTS  SAYS  DO  IT  AT 

19  THE  SOURCE  BACK  IN  L.A. 

20  THANK  YOU. 

21  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THAT'S  THE  END  OF  ANY  OF  THE  SLIPS 

22  WE  HAVE. 

23  WHAT'S  YOUR  PLEASURE?  WE'VE  GOT  —  WE'LL  BE 

24  CONTINUING  TO  —  THE  NEXT  HEARING,  WE'LL  JUST  REPEAT 

25  THESE,  OCTOBER  9TH  AT  1:30,  DESERT  CENTER;  NOVEMBER  6TH  AT 

26  1:30  IN  RIVERSIDE;  NOVEMBER  13TH,  RIGHT  BACK  HERE  AT  1:30. 


COURT  REPORTERS  OF  PALM  SPRINGS 


DOCUMENT  0102 


122 


I 


I 


88 


90 


91 


92 


1  MS.  VALDEZ:   OKAY.   I  WOULD  JUST  LIKE  TO  SAY  THAT  AT 

OUR  NEXT  MEETING  I  WOULD  LIKE  AS  MUCH  INFORMATION  AS  I  CAN 
FROM  STAFF  ON  THE  TECHNICAL  JUDGMENTS  OF  THESE  ISSUES.   I 
MEAN,  THERE  ARE  SOME  THAT  HAVE  TO  DO  WITH  AIR  QUALITY.   I 
THINK  DR.  NELSON  MADE  A  GOOD  POINT,  WHERE  ARE  WE,  AND 
THERE  IS  A  CONCERTED  EFFORT  IN  THE  COACHELLA  VALLEY  TO 

7  IMPLEMENT  A  STATE  PLAN  FOR  THE  REDUCTION  OF  PM-10,  AND  HOW 

8  DOES  THAT  AFFECT  WHERE  WE  ARE  WITH  THIS  PROJECT? 

9  THE  APPLICANT  HAS  STATED  THAT  THERE  IS  SOME 

10  INFORMATION  --  WELL,  THEY  HAVE  ALTERED  SOME  OF  THE 

11  TRANSPORTATION  EXPECTATIONS,  AND  I  IMAGINE  THAT  WE  SHOULD 

12  HEAR  FAIRLY  SOON  PRECISELY  WHAT  THE  NEW  PLANS  MIGHT  BE. 

13  THAT  WILL  GIVE  THE  PLANNING  STAFF  A  BETTER  INDICATION  OF 

14  HOW  TO  PROCEED  AND  WHERE  WE  ARE.   IT'S  ALMOST  LIKE 

15  STARTING  OVER,  BUT  I  THINK  I  PREFER  THAT  AS  AN 

16  ALTERNATIVE.   SO  THAT'S  FINE. 

17  ONE  OF  THE  THINGS  THAT  I  NOTICED  IN  THE  STANDARD 

18  LANGUAGE  FOR  THE  DEVELOPMENT  AGREEMENT  WAS  SOME  LANGUAGE 

19  ABOUT  THIS  AGREEMENT  IS  IN  THE  BEST  INTEREST  OF  THE 

20  CITIZENS  OF  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY.   AND  I  WOULD  LIKE  THE  STAFF 

21  IN  EACH  OF  ITS  RESPONSIBILITIES  TO  CLEARLY  DELINEATE  HOW 
THIS  PROJECT  WOULD  BE  OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  COUNTY  OF 
RIVERSIDE  AND  TO  THE  PEOPLE. 

AND  I  ALSO  WOULD  LIKE  TO  KNOW  IF  THERE  ARE  ANY 
ISSUES  WITHIN  EACH  OF  THESE  RESPECTIVE  AREAS  THAT  WOULD 
POSE  PROBLEMS,  AND  TO  WHAT  DEGREE,  WITH  THE  HEALTH,  SAFETY 
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1  AND  WELFARE  OF  THE  CITIZENS  OF  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY. 
2 

3  THE  DEVELOPMENTAL  AGREEMENT,  THE  ACTUAL  REQUIREMENTS,  THE 

4  PARAMETERS  OF  THE  CONTRACTUAL  AGREEMENT  THAT  WE'RE  GETTING 

5  INTO,  AND  WHAT  KIND  OF  —  SOME  OF  THE  WITNESSES  MENTIONED 

6  LIABILITY  AND  EMERGENCY  FUNDS,  WHAT  KIND  OF  PROVISIONS  ARE 

7  IN  THE  DEVELOPMENTAL  AGREEMENT  IN  THAT  REGARD. 
§  IS  THERE  ANYTHING  ELSE  THAT  THE  COMMISSION  MIGHT 
9  BE  INTERESTED  IN  KNOWING  ABOUT? 

10  I  THINK  ONE  THING  THAT  IS  ESSENTIAL  IS  THIS 

11  VISIT  TO  THE  SITE.   I  DIDN'T  REALLY  UNDERSTAND  A  LOT  OF 

12  THE  ELEMENTS  UNTIL  I  VISITED  THE  SITE,  AND  AM  LOOKING 

13  FORWARD  TO  SEEING  IT  AGAIN  IN  THE  NEAR  FUTURE. 
M  I  DON'T  THINK  I  HAVE  ANYTHING  ELSE,  UNLESS 

15  ANYONE  DOES. 

16  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   DAVID,  WHAT'S  OUR  AGENDA  THAT  DAY? 

17  MR.  MARES:   BASICALLY  WHAT'S  PLANNED  RIGHT  NOW  IS  THE 

18  COMMISSION  WILL  BE  GIVEN  A  TOUR  OF  THE  PROJECT  SITE  IN  THE 

19  MORNING,  AND  THEN  PUBLIC  TESTIMONY  WILL  BE  TAKEN  IN  THE 

20  AFTERNOON  AT  LAKE  TAMARISK  AT  THE  REC  CENTER. 

21  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   SO  WE'RE  GOING  TO  DO  THE  PITS  AND 

22  ALL  OF  THAT? 

23  MR.  MARES:   RIGHT.   YOU  REALLY  DO  NEED  TO  SEE  THE 
SITE  TO  UNDERSTAND  WHAT  THE  PROJECT  IS  ALL  ABOUT. 

MS.  VALDEZ:   IT'S  REALLY  INTERESTING. 

MS.  DOBRENSKY:   I  HAVE  A  QUESTION.   SINCE  IT'S  BEEN 
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1  CLOSED  OFF  TO  PEOPLE  GOING  AND  SEEING  IT,  IS  THERE  A  WAY 

2  THAT  WE  WHO  ARE  INTERESTED  TO  BE  ABLE  TO  SEE  THIS  BE  ABLE 

3  TO  GO  WITH  YOU  OR  CHECK  THIS  OUT?   I  MEAN,  I'D  LIKE  TO  SEE 
H       WHAT  THIS  LOOKS  LIKE  MYSELF. 

5  MS.  VALDEZ:   IT  WAS  MY  UNDERSTANDING  THAT  THEY 

6  CAN'T  — 

7  MS.  DOBRENSKY:   THERE  ARE  NO  VISITORS  GOING  IN  RIGHT 

8  NOW. 

9  MS.  LIND:   ANY  MEMBERS  OF  THE  PUBLIC  MAY  ACCOMPANY 

10  THE  COMMISSION  ON  THAT  TOUR. 

11  MR.  SHOAL:   I  HAVE  ONE  QUESTION  FOR  THE  COMMISSION. 

12  MY  NAME  IS  DICK  SHOAL  AND  I'M  FROM  NORTH  SHORE. 

13  AND  EVEN  THOUGH  IT'S  THIRD  PARTY,  WILL  THE 

14  CHAIRMAN  OF  THIS  PLEASE  NOTIFY  THE  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  CLERGY 

15  THAT  BURNING  WILL  CEASE  AT  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  IMMEDIATELY. 

16  NONE  OF  THE  REST  OF  US  CAN  BURN  IN  THIS  COUNTY.   IT  HAS  TO 

17  BE  AGRICULTURE  ONLY,  AND  THERE'S  NOTHING  AT  THAT  MINE 

18  THAT'S  AGRICULTURE.   SO  IF  THEY'RE  LETTING  IT  BURN  OUT 

19  THERE,  I,  AS  A  TAXPAYER,  WANT  IT  STOPPED  NOW. 

20  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   FINE. 

21  MS.  DOBRENSKY:   YES,  MY  NAME  IS  DENISE  DOBRENSKY,  AND 

22  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  SEE  WHAT  THAT  PIT  LOOKS  LIKE.   I'VE  BEEN 

23  TOLD  THAT  THERE  ARE  NO  MORE  TOURS  GOING  ON,  YOU  CAN'T  GO 
IN  THERE.   I'D  LIKE  TO  GO  WITH  YOU  TOMORROW. 

CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   NOT  TOMORROW. 

MS.  DOBRENSKY:   OR  TOMORROW  —  I  MEAN  THE  DAY  THAT 
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YOU'RE  GOING  IN  THERE. 

MS.  VALDEZ:   OCTOBER  9TH. 
MS.  DOBRENSKY:   OCTOBER  THE  9TH.   OKAY? 
CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   EXCUSE  ME,  I  THINK  THE  APPLICANT 
SHOULD  MAKE  THAT  AVAILABLE. 

MR.  KOVALL:   ABSOLUTELY.   THE  PUBLIC  IS  WELCOME  ON 
THE  PLANNING  COMMISSION  TOUR. 

WE'VE  HAD  MANY  TOURS  OUT  THERE.   I  THINK  WHAT 
SHE'S  SAYING  IS  IT'S  —  IT  IS  NOT  OPEN  TO  THE  PUBLIC. 
IT'S  PRIVATE  PROPERTY,  AND  WE  DON'T  WANT  PEOPLE  GETTING 
HURT  OUT  THERE,  BECAUSE  WE  DON'T  HAVE  ANY  ACTIVITIES  GOING 
ON.   BUT  CERTAINLY  FOR  THIS  — 

CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   PERHAPS  YOU  CAN  CONDUCT  A  FEW  MORE 
TOURS  SO  THAT  WE  DON'T  COME  UP  — 

MR.  KOVALL:   WE'VE  HAD  MANY  TOURS.   THE  COACHELLA 
VALLEY  GOVERNMENT  HAS  BEEN  OUT  THERE. 

MS.  DOBRENSKY:  THEY  HAVE  BEEN  CLOSED  DOWN  NOW, 
THOUGH,  BECAUSE  I  TRIED  TO  GO  DOWN  THERE  A  MONTH  BEFORE 
AND  THEY  — 

CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THE  COMMISSION  WOULD  APPRECIATE  IT 
IF  YOU  WOULD  MAKE  THAT  AVAILABLE. 
MR.  KOVALL:   WE'LL  DO  THAT. 
MS.  DOBRENSKY:   THANK  YOU. 

CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   DAVID,  TELL  US,  WILL  YOU  PLEASE, 
FOR  THE  BENEFIT  OF  THE  AUDIENCE,  TELL  THEM  WHERE  WE'LL  BE 
MEETING  AND  AT  WHAT  TIMES.   DO  YOU  KNOW  THAT? 
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MR.  MARES:   THAT  HAS  NOT  REALLY  BEEN  ARRANGED  YET. 
ANYBODY  THAT'S  INTERESTED  IN  ATTENDING  THE  TOUR  SHOULD 
CONTACT  MYSELF.   AND  ONCE  THAT  INFORMATION  IS  SET,  I  WILL 

4  PASS  THAT  ON  TO  THEM.   AND  THEY  NEED  TO  CONTACT  ME  AT  AREA 

5  CODE  714-275-3259. 

6  MS.  DOBRENSKY:   WOULD  YOU  REPEAT  THAT,  PLEASE? 

7  MR.  MARES:   AREA  CODE  714-275-3259. 

8  CHAIRMAN  TURNER;   WE  WOULD  APPRECIATE  IT,  THOUGH,  IF 

9  THE  APPLICANT  WOULD  MAKE  MAYBE  EARLIER  TOURS  AVAILABLE  TO 

10  THESE  PEOPLE.   I  THINK  IT  WOULD  BE  EASIER  FOR  US,  RATHER 

11  THAN  HAVE  A  TRAIN  LOAD,  SO  TO  SPEAK,  OF  PEOPLE  VIEWING  IT 

12  AT  OUR  HEARING.   OKAY? 

13  MR.  KOVALL:   SURE. 

14  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   APPRECIATE  IT. 

15  ARE  THERE  ANY  OTHER  ITEMS  THAT  ANYONE  IN  THE 

16  AUDIENCE  WOULD  WISH  TO  SPEAK  TO  THE  COMMISSION  ABOUT?  ANY 

17  MATTER? 

18  WE  NEED  TO  TAKE  FORMAL  ACTION  TO  CONTINUE  THIS. 

19  MS.  VALDEZ:   SO  THIS  IS  OCTOBER  9TH? 

20  MS.  ABLARD:   OCTOBER  9TH,  AND  JUST  9:30.   THAT'S  JUST 

21  LIKE  A  GENERIC  TIME  RIGHT  NOW. 

22  MS.  VALDEZ:   OKAY,  SO  I  WOULD  MOVE  TO  CONTINUE  TO 

23  OCTOBER  9TH  AT  9:30. 

24  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   AT  DESERT  CENTER. 

25  MS.  VALDEZ:   AT  DESERT  CENTER. 

26  CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   DO  WE  HAVE  A  MOTION  TO  CONTINUE  TO 
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THAT  TIME  AND  PLACE? 

MS.  KELLEY:   SECOND. 
CHAIRMAN  TURNER;   WE  HAVE  A  SECOND. 
ALL  IN  FAVOR? 
(AYES.) 
CHAIRMAN  TURNER:   THE  MOTION  PASSES.   AND  IT'S 
CONTINUED  TO  THAT  TIME. 

THANK  YOU,  FOLKS. 

(WHEREUPON,  THE  ABOVE  PROCEEDINGS  CONCLUDED  AT 
5:12  P.M.) 
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CERTIFICATE 
OF 
NOTARY  PUBLIC 

I.  TAMARA  A.  MIRZA,  NOTARY  PUBLIC  FOR  THE  STATE  OF 
CALIFORNIA,  DO  HEREBY  CERTIFY: 

THAT  THE  FOREGOING  HEARING  HAS  TAKEN  BEFORE  ME  AT 
THE  TIME  AND  PLACE  THEREIN  SET  FORTH; 

THAT  THE  TESTIMONY  OF  THE  WITNESSES  AND  ALL 
OBJECTIONS  MADE  AT  THE  TIME  OF  THE  HEARING  WERE  RECORDED 
STENOGRAPHICALLY  BY  ME  AND  WERE  THEREAFTER  TRANSCRIBED,  SAID 
TRANSCRIPT  BEING  A  TRUE  RECORD  OF  THE  TESTIMONY  GIVEN  BY  THE 
WITNESS. 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  I  HAVE  SUBSCRIBED  MY  NAME  THIS 
DATE :     SEPTEMBER  25,  1991 . 


AMARA  A.  MIRZA 
C.S.R.  NO.  6874 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  R.A. 

63-500  Garnet  Ave. 

P.O.  Box  2000 

N.  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

Subject:  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  DRAFT  EIS/EIR 

CEQA  Issue:  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve 

short-term,  to  the  disadvantage  of  lonq-term 

goals? 


:' 


To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

The  problem  of  Municipal  Solid  Waste  disposal  has  no  sinqle 
solution  and  rail-haul  to  a  state-of-the-art  landfill  can 
be  one  part  of  a  valid  system.   However,  rail-haul  will  be 
detrimental  to  long-term  environmental  goals  if  it  acts 
as  a  psychological  "escape  hatch"  and  thus  removes  the 
urgency  from  source  reduction  and  recycling  efforts. 

This  danger  would  be  mitigated  by  the  inclusion  of  criteria 
for  a  high  degree  of  materials  recovery  as  part  of  the  total 
system.   Unfortunately,  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  project 
is  only  half  a  system.   The  MRF ' s  and  recovery  criteria  it 
mentions  win  be  put  in  place  some  time  in  the  future  by 
some  other  jurisdiction  and  be  considered  by  some  other 
E I R  > 

I!?e.D^R  assesses  the  project  as  though  it  were  guaranteed 
that  the  missing  MRF  half  of  the  system  would  be  in  place 
by  the  time  of  the  landfill  opening.   However,  although  the 
Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  describes  incoming  refuse  as 
having  first  passed  through  a  recovery  facility,  it  does 
not  mandate  that  waste  be  pre-processed.   There  is  nothing 
in  the  Plan  to  prevent  the  deposit  of  unsorted  waste  i  e 
landfill  "business  as  usual". 

The  proposed  Waste  Inspection  Facility  is  to  be  used  only 
for  inspection  of  locally  derived  refuse  and  random  container 
loads  and  is  thus  inadequate  to  prevent  the  deposit  of 
recoverables  or  hazardous  waste.   This  situation  could  be 
mitigated  if  the  landfill  were  allowed  to  accept  waste  only 
from  transfer  stations  or  MRF's  certified  by  the  California 
Integrated  Waste  Management  Board.   I  feel  the  DEIR  did  not 
adequately  discuss  this  issue  and  that  the  final  EIR  should 
suggest  ways  to  bind  the  landfill  to  materials  recovery. 

Sincerely, 

Joan  Cory,  1407  Cabrillo  Avenue,  Venice,  CA  90291 
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September  15.  1991 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast 

65-500  Garnet  Ave. 

N.  Palm  Springs.  Ca. 

92258-2000 

Attn:  Marianne  Wetzel 


Dear  Ms.  Wetzel: 

Concerning  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project.  I  have  been  a 
five^year^  ?"£??  ra'^  *£  ^  ^    ^^  f  acility^VaTmost* 

£:ds^i  isL^STot^rsns:^ Impact  Report" and  x 

2ll°  biV  SSS'tSt!*  ♦ili'¥t  bS  n^atively  impacted  by  the  project 

"EIP"  rfn^,  nnr         ^  t0  make  *  Pr°fit  from  the  Project.  The 
EIP  does  not  even  consider  the  approximately  twenty  five  families 

peace  and  fuiet^f  M  ^  Ea«le  S*"'  Pumping  Plant  ■  In  *lace  "'  tS 
h!  S*.  £5  *w  desert  that  we  are  used  to.  and  happens  to 

be  one  of  the  major  reasons  for  staying  in  the  desert  We  will  be 
surrounded  by  the  noise,  stink  and  dust  of  an  almost  constant 
stream  of  tractor  trailers,  trucks,  and  railroad  cars   Yet  unlike 

hX  traffic"  S1^65  Wh°  ^^  t0  liVS  in  areas  aurroundec i  £j 
heavy  traffic.  We  have  no  choice  of  where  to  live.  Also  we  have  no 

aiiethftimre°reS  H°f  h°W  \°  C°me  °r  g°-  Any  accidents  they  hlpp° 
to1ourehommes)forndhoWUrsCOUld  *   p"™*«d  *">■  I™***   °r  returning 

Traffic  is  only  one  aspect  of  the  negative  effect  a  landfill  will 
have  on  the  area.  The  desert  is  a  fragile  area.  Already  areas  are 

eavlheS  ^^  *le  e*istin*  traffic  was  considered  too 
heavy.  The  kind  of  people  that  will  be  attracted  to  the  new  jobs  in 
the  desert  f that  we  are  told  will  be  created} ,  will  come  bringing 
desert  I  V  "0torcyc1--  «*'■  etc.,  increasing  the  use  oft  e 
desert  as  a  playground,  which  will  lead  to  further  closing  of 
desert  areas.  -  More  negative  impact. 

I  could  go  on  and  on,  but  you  get  the  ideal. 

it  will  cost  Sr,STd  ^^  lf  the  landfi11  *°e*   W*  «°  through, 
iLlii      j  ?i   landowners  an  additional  $500.00  assessment.  For 

myself,  I  would  gladly  give  $500.00  cash  to  keep  it  out   It  would 

west  TnTLtl d.rUld^ake  m°re  6SnSe  to  6hip  the  garbage  100  miles 
west  and  dump  it  m  the  ocean.  I  don't  care  at  all  if  you  do  that 


Yours  truly 

OteV 

Joe   B.  Gustafs 
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Mr.  Russell  Kaldenberg 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs — South  Coast  R.A. 

63-500  Garnet  Ave. 

P.O.  Box  2000 

Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

4062  Harrison  Canyon  Rd. 

San  Bernardino,  CA  92404 

September  16,  1991 

I  am  writing  in  regards  to  the  draft  EIS/EIR  prepared  for  the 
proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill. 

Much  of  the  information  regarding  air  quality  degradation  is 
ambiguous,  and  several  points  need  further  scrutiny. 

How  far  will  the  degradation  of  the  air  spread?  Since 
thousands  of  tons  of  air  pollutants  will  be  added  by  the  project 
each  year,  what  sort  of  mitigation  or  compensation  will  be  offered 
to  the  public?  What  kind  of  health  problems  will  be  associated  with 
the  increase  in  air  pollution? 

What  guarantees  are  set  forth  that  Southern  Pacific  will  use 
the  low-emission  fuels  prescribed? 

How  much  tortoise  habitat  will  be  impacted  by  this  proposal? 
How  many  tortoises  will  be  lost  when  they  are  transplanted?  Have 
the  prospects  for  the  tortoises'  long-range  survival  been 
estimated?  If  so,  on  what  are  these  estimates  based? 

Nearby  wilderness  areas,  and  the  Joshua  Tree  National 
Monument,  will  suffer  seriously  from  increased  levels  of  noise, 
light  and  dust  as  a  result  of  this  project.  In  light  of  this,  and 
the  intolerable  levels  of  increased  air  pollution,  this  project 
cannot  be  justified. 

strict  legislation  mandating  high  levels  of  recycling  and 
source  reduction  are  the  keys  to  landfill  crises — not  finding 
somewhere  else  to  dump  the  problem.  AB939  does  not  go  far  enough, 
and  that  is  the  issue  requiring  study. 

Sincerely, 


Ken  Levy,  vice  £Kair,  Executive  Committee 
Sierra  Club,  San  Gorgonio  Chapter 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Palm  Springs-South  Coast  R-A 
P.O.  Box  2000 

North  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 
ATTN:  Russell  Kaldenburg 

RE:  EIS/EIR  for  proposed  landfill  at  Eagle  Mountain 
Dear  Sirs: 

I  am  writing  to  oppose  the  proposed  landfill  project  at  Eaqle 
t  *?  5  *:  /^hou9n  there  is  certainly  a  need  for  landfill  sights, 
I  find  that  the  many  weaknesses  and  inadequacies  of  this  project 
make  it  inappropiate  at  this  time. 


The  plan  fai 
With  over  2o  tons 
each  day,  plus  th 
significant  pollu 
surrounding  area, 
All  waste  materia 
transportated  by 
There  should  be  a 
on  the  polluting 


Is  to  properly  address  the  air  quali 

of  solid  waste  being  trucked  in  or 

e  equipment  being  run  at  the  sight, 

tion.  This  would  effect  the  air  qual 

which  includes  the  Joshua  Tree  Nati 

1  coming  from  any  significant  distan 

rail,  rather  than  truck,  as  is  descr 

plan  for  alternative  fuels,  rahter 

fossil  fuels. 


ty  problems, 
hauled  by  rail 
there  would  be 
ity  in  the 
onal  Monument, 
ce  should  be 
ibed  in  Phase  1 . 
that  dependancy 


The  proposal  also  does  not  deal  adequately  with  the  recyclinq 
aspect.  There  must  be  a  definate  plan  to  separate  the  recyclables 
before  the  solid  waste  is  transported  to  the  site,  rather  than,  as 
the  proposal  plans,  storing  such  materials  at  the  site. 

The  proposal  is  also  inadequate  in  its  reclamation  plan.   It 
calls  for  coverate  of  one  foot  of  soil.  This  could  erode  quickly, 
leaving  no  soil,  and  a  depth  of  one  foot  would  not  sustain  native 
vegetation,  most  of  which  have  very  long  roots. 

Greater  attention  must  be  given  to  environmental  concerns  before 
there  is  any  dumping  of  solid  waste  in- Eagle  Mountain. 


Sincerely  yours, 

Carol  A.  Wiley        Jf~^ 
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September  22,  1991 

To:       Bureau  or  Land  Hanagement 
Subject:   Eagle  Hountain  Landfill  Project 

The  California  Integrated  faste  hanagement  Act  of  1989  (AB  939)  included 
"new  requirements  in  the  city  and  county  waste  management  planning  process 
and  the  accompanying  recycling  goals."  *It  requires  that  by  July,  1991,  " 
each  city  mu3t  prepare,  adopt  and  submit  to  the  county  a  source  reduction  and 
recycling  element  to  outline  a  program  for  management  of  solid  waste 
generated  within  the  city. " 

Included  in  the  management  of  solid  waste  and  preparation  of  a  source 
reduction  and  recycling  element  is  the  requirement  that  "each  city  or  county 
plan  shall  include  an  implementation  schedule  to  divert  25  percent  of  all 
3olid  wa3te  from  landfill  or  transformation  facilities  fry  January  1.  1995. 
through  source  reduction,  recycling  and  composting  activities.  By  January  1. 
20QQ.  diversion  is  50  percent. 

Vith  the  preceding  issues  in  mind,  and  with  the  California  Integrated  ¥a3te 
hanagement  Board  being  the  State  permitting  authority  for  landfills,  and 
delegating  this  authority  to  the  Local  Enforcement  Agency  (LEA)  to  act  for 
the  CITOB  in  issuing  the  solid  waste  facilities  permit,  I  ask  you  to  respond 
to  the  following  questions: 


! 


How  will  the  mechanism  work  to  monitor  the  city  and  county  plan3  to  ensure 
that  3ouxce  reduction,  recycling  and  composting  activities  are  being 
accomplished  by  the  January  1.  1995  and  January  1,  2000  date3. 

Will  the  CT9DB  or  LEA.  in  issuing  a  permit,  be  both  authorizing  the 
inauguration  of  filling  of  the  mine  site  and  also  authorizing  the  eligibility 
of  the  Los  Angeles  Basin  cities  to  participate  in  this  disposal.  Is  this  two 
permits,  or  one'? 

Regardless  of  one,  two /or  more  permits  required  from  the  CITOB,  I  submit  that 
prior  to  allowing  any  city  to  participate  in  any  hauling  of  trash  to  the 
Eagle  fountain  site  that  city  must  be  in  full  compliance  with  the  California 
Integrated  feste  Hanagement  Act  of  1989,  including  the  preparation  of  a 
source  reduction  and  recycling  element.  Also,  that  a  schedule  is  prepared 
for  monitoring  and  that  the  monitoring  is  actually  performed  to  verify 
compliance  with  requirements  for  the  diversion  of  solid  waste  of  25*  and  then 
50%  by  the  years  1995  and  2000,  respectively.  If  these  requirements  are  not 
met,  I  submit  that  no  municipality  or  county  be  permitted  to  participate  in 
the  evacuation  of  trash  to  the  Eagle  hountain  Site,  and  if  at  any  time  in  the 
future  reverts  to  a  state  of  non-compliance  is  prevented  from  participating 
in  the  evacuation  of  trash  until  3uch  time  as  ■  compliance  is  re-attained. 
Please  respond  to  these  questions  and  points. 


Sincerely, 


V 


Ron  Salz 
P.O.  Box  1450 
Palm  Springs 


*2~ 


...J 


CA  92263 
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September  19,  1991 

Patricia  Larson 
County  Supervisor 
Drawer  1330 
Indio,  CA  92202 

Dear  Supervisor  Larson, 

I  have  questions  and  some  comments  regarding  the  proposed 

oTLaerstln6^ntuin-      What  SXaCt1^  is  th?s  "MemorandS 
IV  * derstandln9   that  our  county  has  entered  into  with 

Si.?   P  °peratQrs?   Are  we  M-  obligated  to  go  along  with 

Jho^nn1^111119  commission  meting  in  Bermuda  Dunes  (9/18/91) 
those  on  the  commission  were  threatened  to  "approve  it  now" 
SyinTfor  Llt*t   Y°Ur  °PP«tunityf  as  other  cobles  are 
havS9it°  L   h  YPe    Pro^ct-   "  that's  true,  let  them 
was  th-t  wi  h     comment  along  that  line  from  the  pro-dumpers 
was  that  we  buy  and  use  their  (L.A.  area)  industrial  products 
and  therefore  we  have  a  duty  to  accept  their  wastes!   I?  was 
later  pointed  out  by  a  Coachella  Valley  resident  that  our 

ar"easCUltTrhLPr^TS  £eed  »***   PSOPle  in  the  metropolian 

is  bitter  that  ^h3t  Y°U  W°Uld  Sgree  that  that  this  exchange 
is  better  that  the  one  proposed  by  the  man  from  Orange  County. 

We  have  a  county  to  be  proud  of!   Some  really  terrific 

AS"tSEntIrDreCently  bSen  aPPr°Ve d'  SUGh  as  t?e  Thermal 
7^  I  Enterprise  zone  and  the  Del  Webb  Sun  City  proiect 

moKSS    ^kS  •   The  °neS  that  own  land  aroundthose 
on      „otL'  ^solutely  thrilled  with  the  supervisors 
on  getting  the  projects  through. 

Mountain^u^n^  wk°  th<2  ^°Unty  is  dealin?  with  on  the  Eagle 
partner   b™  i    *  or.what  is  MRC  and  what  about  their 
partner,  Browning-Ferns  Industries.   What  is  their  business 
and  more  important  -  What  is  their  track  record?   I  read  J" 
National  Geographic  (March  1985)  that  organized  crime  is 

h^lin^  UnlVlt^1   °f  thS  WaStS  dlSp°Sal  industry-6!" 
nauling,  landfillmg,  incineration  and  recycling   Do<=s  this 

ThTartfclf  ILllt  I???9   lnt°  h°neSt  W°^?   I  don-t1hink%o. 
dL^r^a'nizIdl^rnment".0^^26'  "^  iS  b"tin* 
The  same  article  went  on  to  mention  the  Stringfellow  pits 
?e.LRvTSldVnd  d°Ubts  th*y   wotlld  ever  be  cleaned  up 

35  m?iSL°nl   \CUrKent  StStUS  °f  the  Site  and  although 
35  million  plus  has  been  spent  to  date,  the  clean  up  is 

iris°?ea"kinaanVheYKhaVe  n0  target  date  for  completion. 
L.         g'  xt   1S  being  monitored,  and  thev  have  wells 

wate?PtlpLhaosetnleHe  V*   ^tamineAts  In   the  underground 
water.   Perhaps  the  decision-makers  should  keep  this  recent 
and  on-going  environmental  nightmare  in  mind  before  thev 
lump  into  this  next  venture. 
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No  amount  of  money  is  worth  the  risk.   The  same  article 
closed  in  saying  that  "the  EPA  plans  to  bar  new  landfills 
above  vital  aquifers.   I  guess  they  never  got  around  to 
it  or  we  wouldn't  be  in  this  current  situation. 

Picture  this  Supervisor  Larson,  the  ground-breaking  and 
ribbon-cutting  ceremonies  for  the  Del  Webb  Project,  the 
Thermal  Airport  Expansion,  and  the  Eagle  Mtn.  Dump.   Which 
of  the  three  will  you  be  proud  to  attend  and  have  your 
picture  taken  with  the  developers?   This  project  is  flawed, 
dangerous  and  embarassing  to  be  associated  with.  It  appears 
that  we  will  do  anything  for  money. 

At  the  recent  CVAG  meeting  in  Palm  Desert,  it  was  disgusting 
watching  the  various  city  spokespersons  fighting  over  how 
much  they  would  get  $$$  for  their  approval  vote  on  the  dump. 
It  was  quite  a  sight.   If  these  representatives  from  Palm 
Desert,  Indian  Wells,  Indio  and  Coachella  had  any  vision 
at  all  they  would  see  the  imminent  threat  that  this  dump, 
the  largest  in  the  state  has  on  their  tourism  industry  and 
eventually  the  underground  water  supply. 

The  approval  and  resulting  pollution  will  deter  tourism  in 
our  valley.   Have  you  asked  the  residents  of  Palm  Valley  CC, 
Avondale,  The  Lakes  CC,  Desert  Falls  and  Regency  Palms  their 
views  on  increased  train  traffic  and  noise  and  the  effect 
it  might  have  on  their  property  values  and  enjoyment? 

We  received  the  letter  from  the  MRC  backers  threatening 
us  with  increased  property  taxes  if  we  don't  write  our 
representatives  and  get  the  dump  approved.   To  tell  you  the 
truth,  with  the  largest  landfill  in  California  just  west 
of  and  above  our  water  supply,  we  can't  enjoy  the  property 
any  more. 

My  family  settled  in  the  Coachella  Valley  in  1913.   In  the 
early  1960 *s  we  purchased  80  acres  near  Desert  Center  to 
start  a  date  ranch.   My  father  said  that  the  Desert  Center 
area  has  good  water  and  it  made  him  think  of  the  Cathedral 
City/Rancho  Mirage  area  in  the  1940's.   In  the  last  ten 
years  the  residents  there  have  been  under  assault  and 
studied  as  a  dumpsite  for  all  of  Southern  California's  and 
societies  ills.   A  radioactive  dump,  a  hazardous  dump, 
2  prisons  (approved  and  built)  and  now  this. 

Please  consider  quality  growth.  '  Sometimes  rushing 
development  brings  the  wrong  kind  of  industry  that  would 
serve  to  prevent  future  quality  growth.   Please  work  to 
protect  and  encourage  quality  growth,  clean  industry  that 
is  in  demand  -  not  a  project  that  is  a  sore  on  the 
environment. 

Sincerely, 


i i.ii ■.'iV.'.'-'-'.'.'.'.'.'.'.'.'.T.'.'.T'J'?.'.*.'.'.".'.'.'.'.1 
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September  23,   1991 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  S.  -  S.  Coast  RA 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

N.   Palm  Springs,   CA     92258-2000 

ATTN :    Marianne  Wetzel 

Dear  Ms.  Wetzel: 


?! 


I  live  at  MWD's  Eagle  Mountain  Pumping  Plant,  located  at  the  north 
end  of  Eagle  Mountain  Road.  We  average  60  full  time  residents, 
several  crews  here  on  a  part  time  basis,  and  tour  busses,  all 
traveling  Eagle  Mountain  Road.  RECON  stated  they  were  unaware  of 
anyone  living  at  the  Pumping  Plant,  and  thus,  did  not  address  any 
Impact  this  project  might  have  on  us. 

I  feel  there  are  a  number  of  areas  where  our  safety  and  quality  of 
life  will  be  affected,  and  would  like  to  see  RECON  address  them  In 
the  Final  EIS/R. 


w 
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On  page  25  of  the  EIS/R,  regarding  Eagle  Mountain  Road, 
they  state  the  intention  of  widening  "the  existing 
two-lane,  20  foot  wide  paved  road  to  a  two-lane,  40  foot 
wide  paved  road.  This  does  not  seem  to  mitlgBte  any 
traffic  problem. 

In  case  of  a  rail  strike,  according  to  page  353,  "an 
additional  650  trucks  per  day  would  be  required."  Will 
these  trucks  also  be  using  this  two-lane  road? 

How  many  of  the  "slightly  less  than  500  total  daily  trips" 
of  employees,  delivery  vehicles,  service  vehicles,  and 
other  traffic  to  and  from  the  site,  referred  to  on  pages 
362  and  363,  will  also  be  traveling  Eagle  Mountain  Road? 

As  shown  on  Figures  11-13,  the  rail  line  will  cross  Eagle 
Mountain  Road.  Page  31  states  "up  to  six  trains  per  day" 
will  use  this  rail  line.  I  could  find  no  provision  for  any 
warning  system  for  the  "at  grade"  crossing. 

Also  shown  on  Figures  11-13,  this  rail  line  will  run 
approximately  2,000  feet  from  our  homes.  Particularly  if 
the  trains  run  at  night,  what  effect  will  the  noise  have 
on  us? 


in  ii  ¥i  pw.i.m.  i.i.  ^^lJJ.^^^^^^^»,'.■.'.^^^^'■^^^^^^^^^^^^^v.^^^|.".|.|.'.'.'.'.^,T,?T'?T|?T^|!^ 


DOCUMENT  0110 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

September  23,   1991 
Page  Two 


8 
9 


10 


i  i 


6.  They  did  not  count  the  traffic  on  our  "access  road"  to 
Kaiser  Road.  This  road  is  used  by  all  company  vehicles 
commuting  between  here  and  Gene  headquarters,  the  tour 
busses,  and  resident  traffic  going  to  and  from  the  school. 
Desert  Center,  and  points  east.  The  truck  road  and  rail 
line  will  cross  this  road,  again  with  no  provision  for  any 
warning  system. 

7.  MRC  proposes  to  divert  the  leachate  runoff  directly  over 
the  aquaduct.  They  seem  to  think  this  contaminated  water 
cannot  pass  through  the  dirt  and  concrete  covering  this 
section  of  canal.  How  can  they  presume  the  leachate  will 
not  permiate  the  canal  and  contaminate  MWD's  water? 

8.  The  probability  of  the  med-fly  being  brought  out  here  in 
a  load  of  trash  is  also  not  addressed  in  the  ElR'/S.  This 
would  affect  many  more  people  than  Just  the  Pumping 
Plant  residents,  however,  there  is  one  possibility  specific 
to  us.  If  Malathion  is  sprayed  over  open  canal,  with  or 
without  leachate  contamination,  will  the  canal  water  still 
meet  state  domestic  water  standards?  All  Pumping  Plant 
water  is  drawn  off  the  canal.  Even  if  we  buy  outside 
water  for  drinking,  we  still  have  to  use  canal  water  for 
all  other  uses. 

9.  Page  H84.  regarding  earthquakes,  says  "severe  ground 
shaking  could  occur."  What  effect  would  this  have  on  the 
leachate  recovery  system  and  the  liner? 

On    a    more  community   wide  basis,    RECON   has  been   less   negligent, 
but  has  still  not  addressed  a  number  of  areas. 

1.  The  Phase  I  rail  line  will  pass  750-1,000  feet  from  Eagle 
Mountain  School's  classrooms,  and  less  than  300  feet  from 
the  trailers  our  teachers  live,  In.  If  the  trains  run  during 
the  day,  they  will  disrupt  the  classes,  and  If  they  run  at 
night,  they  will  disturb  teachers  sleep.  I  can  see  no 
benefit  to  our  children  from  tired  teachers  or  disruption 
from  noise.  Is  MRC  going  to  pay  to  move  our  school  out 
of  the  area  of  disturbance? 

2.  In  Phase  I,  the  truck  road  will  cross  Kaiser  Road 
approximately  1J  miles  from  the  school.  In  Phase  II,  the 
rail  line  will  also  cross  at  the  same  place.  We  run  two 
school  busses  morning  and  afternoon. 
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Each  trip  will  require  the  bus  to  cross  the  Kaiser  Road 
Intersection  and  the  Pumping  Plant  access  road 
intersection,  both  coming  and  going.  The  proposed  stop 
sign  and  warning  lights  may  be  sufficient  with  regard  to 
safety  on  Kaiser  Road,  but  again,  there  is  no  provision 
for  a  warning  system  on  the  access  road.  Also,  how  much 
of  a  delay  will  these  crossings  cause  to  our  school 
busses?  My  daughter  is  picked  up  at  the  Pumping  Plant 
at  5:30  a.m.  by  the  high  school  bus.  How  early  will  she 
have  to  leave  once  they  have  to  wait  on  trucks  and 
trains? 


I 


P 

1 


3.       Pages    U7    and    1«8    state   if   a    truck    is    involved    in   an 

accident,     It     could     result     In    spillage    of    solid     waste 

material,    causing    a    potential    health    and    safety    hazard. 

Obviously,    this   would    equally   apply  to  a  train   accident. 

f     the     accident     should     happen     at     the     Kaiser     Road 

14  intersection.  It  would  totally  cut  off  Eagle  Mountain  as 
there  is  no  other  access.  Residents,  employees,  prison 
facilities  and  school  busses  will  not  be  able  to  leave  or 
return.  If  the  accident  necessitated  evacuation.  It  would 
be  impossible. 

1.  The  EIR/S  states  the  "vectors  resulting  from  the 
proposed  action  would  be  considered  a  significant  public 
health  and  safety  factor,"  on  page  3H5.  Page  377  tell  us, 
almost  all  project  activities  which  Involve  the  use  of 
mobile  equipment  will  generate  fugitive  dust."  Page  514 
atat«     "The    potential    Impact    of    windblown    debris    is    a 

15  significant  concern."  What  radius  will  these  factors  affect? 
Are  our  children  going  to  have  bugs,  dust  and  trash 
spread  over  the  school  playground  every  day? 

16  5'       ln   tne  event  of  contamination  of  the  water  or  air  pollution 

affecting   property  values,  what  provisions  will  be  made  to 
compensate  the  home  owners  arid  farmers  affected? 

6.       If    the    trucks    are    stopped    at    the    bottom    of   the    Indlo 

17  9rade  dua  to  high  winds,  they  will  all  be  leaving  Indio  at 
the  same  time.  This  will  impact  traffic  on  1-10,  as  well  as 
on  the  surface  roads  here.  Also,  has  MRC  made  any 
provisions  for  such  an  influx  of  trucks  to  arrive  at  the 
handling  yard  simultaneously. 
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Thank    you    for   the   opportunity    to   address  areas  of  inadequacy   in 
the  EIR7S.    Your  consideration  of  these  issues  will  be  appreciated. 


Sincerely, 


Shirley  M.  Boylan 
P.  0.  Box  107 
Desert  Center,  CA 
92239 


CC:     David  Mares,  Planning    Department 
Patricia  Larson,  County  Supervisor 
Robert  Presley,  State  Senator 
Ecology  Dept.,  MWD 
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Sierra  Club 

San  Gorgonio  Chapt 

Serving  Riverside  and  San  Bernardino  Counties 

Tahquitz  Group  •   Los  Serranos  Group 

San  Bernardino  Mtns.  Group   •    Mojave  Group 

568  N.  Mountain  View  Ave.,  Suite  130 

San  Bernardino,  CA  92401 

(714)381-5015 


20  September,  1991 


Russell  Kaldenberg 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs — South  Coast  R„A. 

63-500  Garnet  Ave. 

P.O.  Box  2000 

N.  Palm  Springs,  Ca.  92258-2000 

RE:  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  DEIS/EIR 


Dear  Mr.  Kaldenberg: 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposed  Eagle 
Mountain  Landfill  DEIS/EIR. 

Owing  to  the  depth  and  complexity  of  this  issue,  this  public 
comment  period  is  likely  to  draw  a  broad  range  of  response  from 
the  environmental  community.  The  Sierra  Club  is  fortunate  to 
contain  many  experts  in  many  fields,  any  of  who  might  chose  to 
respond  individually  according  to  their  speciality.  The  sum  of 
this  input  from  individual  members  should  be  regarded 
collectively. 

However,  at  the  time  of  this  writing  the  San  Gorgonio  Chapter 
holds  plenipotentiary  jurisdiction  of  this  project  for  the  Sierra 
Club.  Any  position  regarding  this  project  expressed  by  other  than 
designated  spokespersons  for  the  San  Gorgonio  Chapter  should  be 
regarded  as  individual  opinions. 


.  To  explore,  enjoy  and  preserve  the  nation's  forests,  waters,  wildlife,  and  wilderness  . 
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In  general  we  have  found  the  DEIS/EIR  complete  in  format  and  in 
some  matters  appropriately  and  sufficiently  detailed.  However  in 
the  course  of  our  in-depth  review  we  have  discovered  enough 
serious  gaps  in  internal  consistency,  shallow  analysis,  and 
shortcomings  in  technical  qualifications  and/or  capricious 
documentation  to  generate  serious  doubts  regarding  the  DEIR/EIS 
adequacy . 

The  single,  most  damaging  environmental  impact  associated  with 
this  project  is,  without  question,  the  air  quality  degradation. 
And  yet  this  subject  is  dealt  with  almost  cryptically.  We  are 
especially  concerned  with  the  DEIR/EIS  failure  to  in  any  way 
substantiate  or  cite  documentation  relevant  to  fossil  fuel  use  by 
the  locomotives  which  will  haul  16,000  tons  of  trash  per  day  up 
to  250  miles.  The  air  quality  calculations  are  flawed,  the  effect 
of  such  contamination  is  grossly  understated,  and  the  discussion 
of  cumulative  air  quality  impacts  is  virtually  non-existent. 

We  conclude  that  the  inadequacy  of  the  DEIS/EIR  represents  a 
prejudicial  abuse  of  discretion  as  put  forth  in  Kings  County  Farm 
Bureau  et  al .  v.  City  of  Hanford  (5th  Dist.  1990)  221  Cal.App.3d. 
As  such  we  ask  that  the  deficiencies  noted  below  be  corrected  and 
that  the  DEIS/EIR  be  recirculated  for  public  comment. 


Response  to  Scoping 

The  following  oral  and  written  (paraphrased)  comments  received 
subsequent  to  release  of  the  Notice  of  Preparation  do  not"  appear 
to  have  been  addressed  in  the  DEIS/EIR.  Section  21082.1  of  The 
California  Code  of  Regulations,  Title  14  (the  "Code")  directs 
that  a  response  be  made  to  any  pertinent  comments  received  prior 
to  preparation  of  the  DEIR: 


-The  EIR  should  address  the  larger  context  of  the  waste 
management  problem,  including  a  discussion  of  alternatives  to 
landfills  and  the  project's  deterrence  of  recycling  efforts. 
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7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 

14 

15 


[goes  to  determination  of  project  need] 

-How  will  the  project  affect   local  socioeconomics? 

I  socioeconomics ] 

-What  contingency  plan  is  proposed  for  interruptions  in  rail 

ZllTs]     [PUbUC  S3fety'  ^r  qUaUty  ■«< 

-What  economic  impact  will  this  proposal  have  of  the  cost  of 

refuse   disposal   to   households   and   businesses? 

I  socioeconomics  ] 

-Several  issues  were  raised  regarding  the  proximity  of  a 

school  to  trash  haul  transportation,  [public  safety] 

-What  will  prevent  the  site  from  accepting  more  waste  than  it 

is  licensed  to  receive?  [project  description] 

-What  does  the  county  mean  that  50%  of  revenues  will  go  to 

the  local  communities?  [socioeconomics] 

-What  standards  does  the  EIR  propose  regarding  the  degree  of 

separation  for  recyclables?  [project  description,  pubUc 

-What  steps  will  MRC  take  if  monitoring  discloses 
contamination  of  test  wells?  [public  safety] 

-How  will  MRC  control  odor  and  debris  contamination  of  Joshua 
Tree  National  Monument  and  adjacent  wilderness  areas?  [land 
use  ] 

-How  will  MRC  compensate  local  citizens  for  the  environmental 
degraoation?  [project  description-an  interesting  concept] 

modirhW1H  KtranSfSr  Stati°nS  ^  Slted"  [if  a  hypothetical 
model  had  been  constructed  for  the  purpose  of  fuel 

calculations,  perhaps  it  should  have  been  disclosed  in 

response  to  this  inquiry] 

-What  is  the  cost  effectiveness  of  this  project  compared  to 

all  reasonable  alternatives"  including  recycling,  waste 
reduction.... .?[goes   to   weighing   project   need   and 
socioeconomic  impact ] 

-What  is  the  expected  loss  of  business  and  public  revenue  and 
loss  to  human  life  associated  with  this  project?  [public 
safety,  socioeconomics] 


Project  Description/Proposed  Action  Alternative 


First,  we  challenge  the  specific  exclusion  of  transfer  station, 
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16  ffrca  the  project  scope.  The  DEIS/EIR  does  not  appear  to 
substantiate  any  coordination  with  responsible  agencies  in  making 
this  decision,  pursuant  to  Section  15082  of  the  Code.  The  DEIS/ 
EIR  has  failed  to  respond  to  several  relevant  public  comments 
[see  comments  above]  focused  on  transfer  station  operation.  This 
in  not  in  conformance  with  Section  20182.1.  Through  the  body  of 
the  document  there  occurs  considerable  inconsistency  between  what 
impacts  are  evaluated  (i.e.  fuel  consumption  and  air  quality  of 
transfer  stations)  and  those  analyses  that  the  DEIS/EIR  specific 
excludes  (impacts  associated  with  transfer  stations).  Since  the 
proposal  has  a  causal  relationship  on  a  predicted  6  transfer 
stations,  we  disagree  that  the  environmental  impacts  associated 
with  these  transfer  stations  can  be  examined  separately. 

17  A  substantial  portion  of  the  environmental  impacts  associated 
with  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  proposal  are  likely  to  occur 
with  the  (transfer  station)  processing  and  transportation  of 
waste.  There  is  an  indisputable  causal  relationship  between  this 
proposal  and  the  rail  haul  of  waste  to  the  site.  The  tonnage  of 
waste,  along  with  the  distance  which  it  is  transported,  is 
directly  proportional  to  fossil  fuel  consumption,  secondary  air 
pollution,  traffic  congestion,  and  "public  safety. 


18  The  project  description  in  negligent  in  its  failure  to  disclose 
the  complete  proposal  to  rail  haul  trash  from  transfer  stations 
located  outside  the  county. 
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:.:.:.:.y.:.y.y.y.y.y.y.t*y/.%y.y.y.wJ«^y>.y.*>v^w^^^ 


DOCUMENT  0111 


m 


19 
20 


21 


22 


The  DIES/EIR  on  p.  xvii  references  a  proposal  to  landfill  20,000 
tpd  but  fails  to  mention  the  source  or  method  of  delivery,  page 
50  states  that  the  site  would  accept  up  to  6  trains  per  day  of 
3,500  tons  each.  This  corresponds  to  21,000  tpd  by  rail.  The 
Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Specific  Plan,  reprinted  in  the  DEIS/EIR 
Volume  I,  Appendix  B,  p.  7,  indicates  that  the  project  will 
import  16,000  tpd  of  waste  via  rail.  Yet,  aside  from  a  cursory 
discussion  of  the  Ferrum  Junction-to-Eagle  Mountain  segment,  this 
phase  of  operation  is  completely  omitted  in  the  "Proposed 
Action."  No  direct  reference  to  the  rail  haul  element  occurs  for 
approximately  the  fist  100  pages  of  document  (p.  50).  This 
omission  denies  the  causal  reader  any  opportunity  to  completely 
assess  the  proposal  without  either  prior  knowledge  of  the  project 
or  an  in-depth  reading  of  the  DEIS/EIR. 

Without  a  direct  statement  of  project  description  relating  to 
trash  import  quantities,  the  public  is  effectively  blocked  from 
reviewing  or  forming  an  independent  assessment  of  the  project 
impacts  relating  to  energy,  (transportation)  public  safety,  or 
air  quality. 


23    Again,  the  "transfer  stations"  addressed  in  this  study  are 

integral  to  the  proposal.  We  appreciate  the  difficulty  in  making 
a  precise  determination  of  the  quantity  and  location  of  transfer 
stations  at  this  time.  But  as  it  is  currently  stated,  the  project 
description  offers  far  too  much  latitude  to  be  of  significant 
value  in  estimating  project  impacts.  The  "no  project"  alternative 
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(vol.  II,  p.  190)  identifies  the  following  sources  of  waste: 


24 


Orange  County  2,000  tpd 
San  Gabriel  Valley  7,000  tpd 
Central  LA/SF  Valley   5,000  tpd 

(2,000  tpd  below  the  project  proposal  for  rail  haul  trash) 
Were  these  figures  used  in  the  computation  of  fuel 
expenditures? 


The  San  Gabriel  valley  may  represent  the  least  degree  of 
transportation  related  impacts,  while  the  Orange  County  market  may 
represent  the  greatest.  We  suspect  that  the  decision  regarding 
which  wastesheds  are  serviced  will  occur  as  the  product  of  market 
forces,  not  environmental  concerns. 
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25    To  provide  for  a  more  meaningful  assessment  of  impacts  we 
recommend  that  a  model  distribution  network  be  developed  and 
incorporated  as  part  of  the  DEIS/EIR.  This  model  would  serve  to 
establish  the  "worst  case  scenario"  perimeters  within  which  the 
project  would  be  permitted  to  operate. 


26  At  the  same  time  we  would  like  to  see  specified  the  means  by  which 
the  landfill  processing  capacity  coudd  be  theoretically  increased. 
We  are  concerned  that  only  minor  modifications  in  operations  might 
result  in  accelerated  disposal  and  hence,  increased  emissions. 

27  We  are  disturbed  by  the  lack  of  a  definitive  time  line  in 
reference  to  the  project  operational  phasing.  The  proportional 


'r^^m^^^^m^^^^^^^^^^^^^Mmmm^mmmmmm 


DOCUMENT  0111 


impacts  associated  with  "Phase  I"  appear  to  be  proportionately 
greater  than  those  of  "Phase  II."  We  are  aware  that  local 
communities  appear  resistive  to  the  concept  of  local  transfer 
stations.  As  such  the  political  climate  may  indefinitely  forestall 
implementation  of  Phase  II. 

28    We  have  received  numerous  reports  including  press  coverage  of 

local  officials  which  suggest  that  the  Eagle  Mountain  facility  may 
receive  waste  from  San  Diego  County.  The  DEIS/EIR  makes  no 
reference  to  this.  What  expansion  of  service  area  is  feasible  for 
areas  not  addressed  in  the  DEIS/EIR? 


I 


29    The  proposal  to  allow  on-site  storage  of  recycled  materials  (p. 
41,  p.  373)  presents  additional  difficulties  not  addressed  in  the 
DEIS/EIR.  With  full  implementation  of  AB939  this  measure  could 
theoretically  result  in  the  transport  of  up  to  10,000  tpd  of 
recycled  material  by  the  year  2,000.  The  transport  and  handling  of 
recycled  materials  are  not  addressed  in  the  DEIS/EIR.  For  this 
component  of  operation  to  be  included,  an  operational  ceiling 
pursuant  to  on  site  storage  of  recyclables  should  be  established. 
The  impacts  associated  with  this  operation  should  have  been 
assessed  at  the  draft  stage. 


Recent  legislation  (passed  subsequent  to  release  of  DEIS/EIR) 
30    mandates  ground  water  monitoring  at  landfills.  What  procedures 
will  be  used  to  monitor  ground  water  contamination?  What  actions 
can  be  taken  upon  detection  of  significant  contamination? 
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31     We  note  with  dismay  the  complete  absence  of  any  standards  or 
objectives  pertaining  to  recycling.  Our  conclusion  following 
review  of  the  DEIS/EIR  is  that  it  is  not  the  specific  intent  of 
MRC  to  foster  recycling.  While  we  recognize  the  privilege  of  MRC 
to  refrain  from  voluntary  participation  in  recycling  efforts,  this 
project  is  exploitive  of  the  public  hysteria  surrounding  Southern 
California's  landfill  crisis.  To  promote  this  project,  the  DEIS/ 
EIR  down  plays  or  completely  discredits  project  alternatives  which 
would  result  in  significantly  lesser  environmental  impacts 
including  major  recycling  and  localized  disposal.  The  failure  of  a 
society  to  deal  with  its  local  solid  waste  issue,  where  possible 
on  a  local  basis  when  environmental  impacts  can  minimized  violates 
its  common  sense  responsibility  to  live  within  its  means,  its 
"carrying  capacity."  To  perpetuate  such  behavior  is  socially 
irresponsible  and  morally  reprehensible. 


Project  Need 


32 


In  interviewing  a  number  of  solid  waste  officials  in  Los  Angeles 
and  Orange  Counties,  we  have  concluded  that  the  effective  shortage 
of  landfill  availability  is  more  a  function  of  political 
intervention  by  developers  and  homeowner  associations  than 
physical  space  constraints.  The  DEIS/EIR  inventory  of  potential 
new  waste  sites  should  include  a  discussion  of  landfill 
availability  based  on  appropriate  zoning  and  geophysical 


DOCUMENT  0111 


constraints . 

33  The  statement  of  project  need  seems  to  imply  that  the  Eagle 
Mountain  proposal  is  some  sort  of  magical  palliative  without  which 
the  region's  solid  waste  problems  cannot  be  solved.  Little 
credence  is  placed  on  substitute  operation  of  the  Amboy  landfill, 
presently  in  the  early  stages  of  environmental  review. 

34  At  the  same  time  this  section  down  plays  the  importance  of  AB939 
in  reducing  the  waste  stream.  The  enforcement  provisions  written 
into  the  legislation  are  likely  to  guarantee  a  50%  reduction  by 
the  year  2,000.  The  5%  figure  cited  in  the  DEIR/EIS  reflects  pre- 
AB939  incentives.  Nor  is  the  project  likely  to  delay  the  opening 
of  new  local  landfills. 
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35    The  forces  proponent  to  the  opening  of  this  landfill  have  less  to 
do  with  legitimate  demand  for  such  exotic  waste  disposal  solutions 
as  they  do  with  the  fiscal  motives  of  MRC  seeking  to  find  a 
constructive  use  for  an  abandoned  mine  as  well  as  county  officials 
seeking  new  sources  of  income.  We  are  disappointed  that  the  DEIS/ 
EIR  made  no  reference  to  the  county  "tipping  fees"  proposed  for 
this  operation. 


Alternatives  Other  Than  Proposed  Action 


36 


Why  is  the  Rail  Only  Alternative  proposed  for  16,000  tpd  as 
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opposed  to  the  18,000  tpd  of  rail  haul  refuse  proposed  for  the 
Project  Alternative?  While  rail  haul  from  the  San  Bernardino  and 

37  Riverside  areas  may  prove  more  expensive  than  truck  delivery,  we 
feel  that  a  Rail  Only  alternative  should  have  been  developed  for 
the  20,000  tpd  operation.  Delivery  restricted  to  rail  is  likely  to 
significantly  lower  air  emissions  and  other  impacts  in  the  site 
vicinity. 

38  If  the  rail  haul  handling  capacity  cannot  be  designed  to 
accommodate  20,000  tpd,   the  Riverside  and  San  Bernardino 
wastesheds  should  not  have  been  excluded  from  the  reduced  landfill 
operations  alternative  simply  because  they  were  merely  too  costly 
to  service  by  rail.  This  omission  appears  to  violate  the  spirit  of 
Section  15126  of  the  Code. 

39  In  omitting  this  alternative  the  DEIS/EIR  implies  that  the  Rail 
Only  Alternative  will  eliminate  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  from 
servicing  the  local  community.  This  is  likely  to  establish  a 
prejudicial  climate  among  local  residents. 


Processing/Transfer  Stations 


40 


We  appreciate  the  difficulty  of  forecasting  the  environmental 
impacts  of  transfer  stations  yet  to  be  designed  or  located.   The 
impact  of  these  stations  goes  beyond  cumulative;  these  transfer 
stations  must  be  addressed  as  a  component  of  the  project.  The 
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point  is  largely  moot  since  the  DEIS/EIR  explores  many  of  the 
pertinent  environmental  impacts  already.  For  the  time  being,  we 
accept  the  data  offered  as  a  binding  component  of  the  DEIS/EIR. 

While  it  may  not  be  feasible  to  forecast  the  effects  of  specific 
siting  or  design,  the  proposal  can  influence  future  development. 
We  propose  that,  if  approved,  the  Eagle  Mountain  rail  haul  be 
restricted  to  operating  from  transfer  stations  which  meet 
specified   siting,   design,   and   operational   criteria. 


I 


1 


n 


41    Ideally  the  processing  stations  would  be  located  adjacent  to  a 
rail  spur  to  allow  for  the  direct  loading  of  containers.  The 
locating  of  a  transfer  station  any  significant  distance  from  a 
rail  spur  would  result  in  a  complete,  additional  handling 
operation  for  handling  all  processed  waste.  Allowing  any  exception 
to  this  criterion  allows  for  a  significant  increase  in  traffic  and 
air  pollution.  If  transfer  stations  are  to  be  permitted  apart  from 
rail  spurs,  a  "worst  case  scenario"  must  be  developed  to  account 
for  additional  impacts. 


42    From  the  brief  description  of  transfer  stations  offered,  we 

conclude  that  transfer  station  development  and  operation  will  be 
effected  by  an  autonomous  private  or  public  body.  This  presents 
some  difficulty  in  the  adoption  of  any  standards  (i.e.  waste 
separation)  proposed  by  the  DEIS/EIR.  The  Class  III  operation  is 
not  permitted  to  accept  hazardous  or  radioactive  waste.  Yet  the 
proper  disposal  of  these  wastes  is  a  very  expensive  proposition. 
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The  transfer  station  operator  would  benefit  from  allowing  the  bulk 

43  of  hazardous  wastes  to  pass  by.  How  does  MRC  propose  to  enforce 
compliance  with  DEIS/EIR  standards  which  prescribe  waste 
separation?  We  can  assume,  but  not  conclude  that  hazardous  and 
radioactive  wastes  detected  in  the  waste  stream  will  be  disposed 
of  correctly.  Regulations  pertinent  to  the  proper  disposal  of 
these  wastes  should  be  included  in  the  FEIS/EIR. 

44  At  the  same  time  a  statement  which  reads  that  waste  shall  be 
screened  is  meaningless  unless  defined  by  standards  of  performance 
(i.e.  "no  more  than  10  tons  of  waste  shall  be  screened  by  any  one 

45    operator  in  an  8  hour  day."  Standards  relating  to  the  health 
safety  of  workers  involved  in  the  screening  operation  should  be 
addressed  at  this  time  as  well. 


46 


Personal  experience  with  the  handling  of  radioactive  wastes  has 
revealed  that  radioactive  waste  cannot  be  visually  identified. 
What  method  is  proposed  to  screen  3,000  tons  of  waste  per  day,  per 
transfer  station  for  radioactive  wastes? 


Energy 


In  establishing  so  wide  a  range  of  rail  transportation  perimeters, 
47    the  DEIS/EIR  estimate  of  fuel  consumption  must  be  regarded  as 

highly  speculative.  The  project  description  establishes  no  source 
location  for  the  loading  of  rail  cars  bound  for  Ferrum  Junction. 
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Neither  is  this  data  disclosed  in  the  supporting  study  by  Sierra 
Research. 

48   The  DIES/EIR  on  Table  25,  p.  575  lists  diesel  fuel  consumption 
attributed  to  rail  transportation  at: 


rail  spur  from  transfer  station:        2,160  gpd 
rail  haul  (presumably  to  Eagle  Mtn.):   10,425  gpd 

On  the  other  hand,  information  derived  from  Sierra  Research, 
Volume  II,  p.   76,  Table  21  demonstrates  the  following 
emissions  relative  to  project-induced  rail  haul: 


NOx  emissions/   NOx  emissions/     =gpd 
daydbs,  ) 1,000  gallon  ( lbs  .)  total 


S.P. 
E.M. 


8,120 
2,762 


558 
403 


total: 


14,552 

6,853 

21,405 


Note  that  this  figure  calculates  to  only  4.5  trains  per  day 
when  6  trains  per  day  are  proposed. 

With  no  discussion  of  how  fuel  consumption  was  derived,  and  with 
this  wide  discrepancy  in  consumption,  how  reliable  can  the  DEIS/EIR 
be  as  a  means  to  convey  energy  and  air  quality  impacts  to  the 
public? 

49    Did  Sierra  Research  consider  the  weight  of  the  refuse  containers 
(estimated  at  2  tons  each)  in  making  their  determination? 

The  recovery  of  LFG  cannot  be  used  to  offset  the  significant  energy 
use  requirements  for  this  project  for  the  following  reasons: 
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1.  Recovery  of  LFG  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  is 
speculative,  conditional  on  fiscal  feasibility  and  gas  volume 
generation . 

2.  The  recovery  of  LFG  is  likely  to  be  higher  in  the  "no 
project"  alternative  as  the  DEIS/EIS  has  predicted  a  lower  gas 
volume  generation  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  site  than  at 
alternative  landfills. 

3.  The  diesel  fuel  expenditure  that  the  DEIS/EIR  is  attempting 
to  offset  with  recovered  LFG  is  in  addition  to  fuel  which 
would  consumed  in  the  course  LFG  recovery  under  the  "no 
project"  alternative. 


Air  Quality 


1 


1 
I 
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Section  21003(b)  of  the  Code  directs  that  the  EIR  be  "organized 
and  written  in  such  a  manner  that  will  be  meaningful  and  useful  to 
decisionmakers  and  the  public."  Sections  15006  (q),  (r),  and  15120 
51    and  15140  direct  that  the  EIR  be  written  in  plain  language.  The 
DEIR  does  neither.  Aside  from  an  offhand  remark  buried  8  pages 
into  the  summery  of  environmental  impacts  stating  that  with 
mitigation,  the  project  air  quality  impacts  "will  not  be  reduced 
below  a  level  of  significance,  no  mention  is  made  of  air  quality 
impact  until  page  368.  Here  the  reader  is  informed  that  there  is 
no  "generally  adopted  criteria  to  define  the  significance  of 
impacts  form  emissions  associated  with  the  project." 

From  table  25,  p. 371  the  reader  learns  that  the  project  will 
generate : 
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NOx     CO       PM10 
3,231   1,312    419 


S02 


466   tons  of  pollution  per  year 


From  the  1990  Draft  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  Plan 
p.  3-12  prepared  by  SCAG,  the  projected  emissions  for  all  on- 
road  vehicle  emissions  for  the  1997  baseline  year  are: 


NOx 

448 


CO 
2,682 


PM10 
47 


SO  2 

25 


163,550   978,930   17,155   9,125 
1.97%      .13%    2.44%   5.10% 


tons  of  pollution  per  day 
=tons  per  year 
of  all  pollutants  produced 
by  all  on-road  vehicles  in 
the  South  Coast  Air  Basin 


52  With  implementation  of  Tier  I  AQMD  Control  strategy,  the  baseline 
for  these  emissions  will  reduce  by  approximately  50%,  doubling  the 
percentage  of  pollutants  represented  by  the  Eagle  Mountain 
proposal.  The  combined  S02  emissions  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  and 
Rail  Cycle  Bolo  Landfill  proposals  could  equal  one  fifth  of  all 
S02  emissions  for  all  on-road  vehicles  within  the  South  Coast  Air 
Basin.  So  much  for  the  "single  molecule  theory." 

53  Table  31,  p.  396  lists  "no  project"  alternative  air  emissions  from 
transfer  stations  which  match  exactly  the  emissions  forecast  for 
Table  26,  p.  384,  "total  project  emissions."  At  the  same  time  the 
"with  mitigation"  measures  demonstrate  a  19%  reduction  in 
emissions  from  the  non-mitigated  project  emissions  as  well  as  the 
"no  project"  emissions.  This  produces  several  problems. 


54  a 


1.  The  vast  majority  of  refuse  in  Southern  California  is  not 
handled  at  transfer  stations.  Discussions  with  officials  at 
the  Santa  Monica  transfer  station  have  revealed  that  the 
station  was  constructed  specifically  with  rail  haul  in  mind. 
Thus  with  the  "no  project  alternative,  there  is  no  valid 
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reason  to  conclude  that  the  equivalent  20,000  tpd  of  refuse 
would  be  treated  at  transfer  stations. 

54b         2.  A  duplication  in  these  figures  indicates  that  one  or  the 
other  is  merely  speculative. 

54c         3.  If  the  transfer  stations  are  not  to  be  regarded  as  part  of 
the  DEIS/EIR,  and  presumably  the  transfer  stations  are  to  be 
operated  independent  of  MRC,  this  DEIS/EIR  can  establish  no 
binding  mitigation  measures  pertaining  to  transfer  station 
operation . 

54d         4.  If  the  transfer  stations  are  built,  and  the  Eagle  Mountain 
Landfill  not  approved,  similar  mitigation  measures  are  likely 
to  be  proposed  in  other   EIRs.   Additional  emissions 
regulations  of  existing  and  future  transfer  stations  are 
likely  to  be  implemented  with  the  adoption  of  more  stringent 
AQMD  regulations. 

The  wrongful  inclusion  of  this  material  artificially  elevates  the 
"no  project"  alternative  emissions,  thus  reducing  the  apparent 
difference  between  the  "project"  and  "no  Project"  alternatives. 


55 


Table  33,  p.  100,  Volume  II  lists  a  difference  in  mitigated  v. 
unmitigated  gas  flare  emissions.  The  aforementioned  Table  26  lists 
the  mitigated  figures  from  Table  33  as  unmitigated.  Obviously  some 
mitigation  is  candidly  proposed  to  lower  these  emissions.  The 
higher  figure  should  be  reported  as  well  so  the  public  can  assess 
the  true  unmitigated  emission  level. 


:-:'■'- 
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In  its  haste  to  discount  the  feasibility  of  alternative  fuels  as  a 
56     means  of  mitigating  on-site  emissions,  the  DEIS/EIR  overlooks  the 
possibility  of  substituting  gasoline  for  diesel.   Properly 
catalyzed,  the  use  of  gasoline  in  loaders,  haulers,  compactors, 
and  miscellaneous  equipment  would  eliminate  most  of  the  equipment- 
related,  on  site  emissions.  In  addition,  gasoline  solves  the 


—         -'wmwwmmwm  -mmmmmmmmmmk 


DOCUMENT  0111 


horsepower  and  fuel  storage  problems  cited. 


Cumulative  Impacts 

57    Both  errors  of  commission  and  errors  of  omission  exist  within  the 
DEIS/EIR  Cumulative  impacts  section.  In  restricting  the  "Regional 
Area"  of  analysis  to  "eastern  parts  of  Riverside  County,"  the 
DEIS/EIR  has  confined  its  cumulative  impacts  analysis  to  an  area 
smaller  than  the  project  physical  impact,  A  chief  concern  is 
obviously  air  quality,  but  the  impacts  branch  out  into 
transportation  and  public  safety  as  well. 


I 

I 
I 


¥ft 


To  reiterate,  the  air  quality  impacts  are  not  restricted  to  point 
source  (transfer  stations  and  E.M.  landfill)  but  rather  occur 
along  rail  lines  at  all  points  between.  The  air  basins  affected  by 
these  emissions  commingle.  Thus  any  air  quality  emissions  within 
this  greater  region  are  fair  game,  even  those  outside  the 
regulatory  control  of  Riverside  County. 


Section  15130(b)  of  the  Code  mandates  that  the  cumulative  impacts 
section  include,  among  other  things,  a  list  of  past,  present,  and 
reasonably  anticipated  future  projects  likely   to  produce 
cumulative  (not  necessarily  restricted  to  synergistic  effects) 
impacts  along  with  a  summary  of  each  project's  anticipated 
impacts.  As  well  this  should  include  a  discussion  of  potentials 
for  mitigation. 
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58  At  the  very  least,  an  appropriate  discussion  of  all  related 
proposed  mega  landfills  is  warranted.  Furthest  along  in  the 
planning  process,  the  "Rail  Cycle"  proposal  presents  what  is 
perhaps  the  best  opportunity  for  evaluating  cumulative  air  quality 
impacts.  Since  it  is  very  unlikely  that  this  proposal  will  result 
in  the  cessation  of  existing  landfill  operations  presently 
servicing  the  same  wasteshed,  all  existing  waste  operations  should 
be  addressed  in  the  Cumulative  Impacts  section.  The  Eagle  Mountain 
DEIS/EIR  is  totally  deficient  in  these  areas. 

59  At  the  same  time,  the  cumulative  socioeconomic  impacts  of  the 
Eagle  Mountain   and   Rail   Cycle   proposals   will   have   a 
proportionately  greater  effect  on  the  economic  stability  of  the 
greater  region.  This  should  have  been  addressed. 


Public  Safety 

60    The  DEIS/EIR  fails  to  address  the  project  impact  of  increased  air 
emissions  on  public  health.  In  the  very  least,  the  report  should 
identify  the  types  of  ailments  typically  associated  with  air 
pollution,  as  well  as  the  frequency  correlation  of  increased  air 
pollution  levels  to  cases  of  various  ailments. 

Table  10,  p.  149  is  somewhat  misleading.  While  trains  may  produce 
a  lower  overall  billion  ton/mile  accident  rate  than  trucks,  this 
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project  will  transport  trash  4-6  times  as  far  as  the  no  project 
alternative. 

61a   Using  simple  math  and  Table  10  as  a  source,  we  can  derive  a 
probable  accident  rate. 


16,000  tpd 
x  365  days 

5,840,000  tons  per  year 
x  400  miles  (round  trip  estimate) 

2,336,000,000  ton  miles  per  year 

2.336  billion  ton  miles/vear 

x  4.2  rail  freight  accidents  per  btm 

(average  1982-1986) 
=9.8  rail  freight  accidents  per  year 


16,000  tpd 
x  365  days 

5,840,000  tons  per  year 
x  40  miles  (round  trip  estimate) 

233,600,000  ton  miles  per  year 

-2336  billion  ton  miles/year 

x  56.6  truck  freight  accidents  per  btm 

(average  1982-1986) 

=13.2  truck  freight  accidents  per  year 

61b   While  the  number  of  truck  accidents  is  slightly  higher,  the 

comparison  is  flawed  from  the  beginning.  Not  simply  a  matter  of 
comparing  "apples  and  oranges"— the  rail  freight  accidents  are 
frequently  massive  events,  easily  capable  of  causing  service 
interruptions  and  higher  potential  for  fatalities— it  is  a  matter 
of  comparing  watermelons  and  grapes. 

The  DEIS/EIR  failed  to  address  the  probability  of  train-related 
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motor  vehicle  accidents  corresponding  to  this  dramatic  increase  in 
rail  service,  along  with  the  annual  cost  in  human  life  and 
personal  property. 

62    The  standards  for  worker  safety  to  be  developed,  referenced  in  the 
DEIS/ElR,  should  be  included  no  later  than  the  FEIS/EIR.  Failure 
to  include  a  summery  of  this  information  denies  public  access  to 
review  and  comment  on  the  adequacy  of  any  mitigation  measures 
proposed . 


Biological 


I 


63    The  DEIS/EIR  is  unclear:  what  is  the  total  acreage  of  Category  I 
or  Category  III  tortoise  habitat  physically  impacted  by  the  site 
development?  The  report  contains  several  obscure  references  to 
development  which  may  degrade  habitat  (i.e.  drainage  improvements 
in  buffer  areas).  We  are  concerned  that  the  proposed  compensatory 
habitat  preservation  package  may  be  inadequate,  but  again,  the 
DEIS/EIR  is  vague  on  this  subject  to  allow  a  more  focused 
evaluation . 


64  What   is  the  estimated  take  of   tortoises  attributed  to 
translocation?  What  is  this  estimate  based  on? 

65  What  is  the  expected  long-term  survival  rate  for  translocated 
tortoises?  On  what  data  is  this  estimate  based? 
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The  site  revegetation  measures  proposed  are  totally  inadequate.  A 
minimum  maintenance  scenario  is  unlikely  to  succeed  in  the  desert 
environment  due  to  low  precipitation,  high  evapotranspiration,  and 
herbaceous  predators.  Studies  have  shown  that  if  left  to  its  own 
resources,  a  desert  may  take  a  century  to  heal. 

The  12"  topsoil  atop  the  barrier  layer  is  an  inadequate  rooting 
medium  for  most  woody  xerophytes.  The  combination  of  this  thin 
rooting  layer  interfaced  with  the  compacted  barrier  layer  is 
likely  to  result  in  a  rapid  and  complete  (surface)  erosion  and 
possible  localized,  transverse  slope  failures  of  the  surface 
layer.  This  would  in  turn  expose  the  barrier  layer  to  erosive 
forces . 


Growth  Inducements  and  Socioeconomics 

The  key  to  an  evaluation  of  regional  socioeconomic  impacts  seems 
to  rest  with  the  cash  flow  between  counties.  Our  rough  estimates 
indicate  that  the  project  will  result  in  an  annual  revenue  loss  of 
approximately  $  j  billion  to  Los  Angeles  and  Orange  Counties.  Yet 
the  only  information  furnished  in  this  regard  is  the  reference  on 
p.  243  to  a  SCAG  document  located  at  the  Desert  Center  Library. 
The  data  should  have  been  summarized  and  thus  appears  to  violate 
the  intent  of  Sections  15140  and  15147  of  the  Code.  The  60  day 
comment  period  does  not  allow  sufficient  time  for  the  public  to 
chase  down  information  which  should  have  been  included  in  the 
report . 
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69     The  project  proposes  to  use  approximately  36,000  gallons,  per  day 
of  diesel  fuel.  As  most  fossil  fuel  consumed  in  this  country  is 
imported,  this  will  have  a  significant  contributory  impact  on  the 
trade  deficit.  The  present  value  retail  cost  of  this  fuel, 
projected  over  the  project  life  span,  is  approximately  $  1.6 
trillion.  While  this  may  represent  a  small  fraction  of  the  net 
trade  deficit,  the  cumulative  impact  of  several  such  projects 
might  be  significant.  This  should  be  addressed. 


Noise 


*.v. 
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70    At  what  time  of  day  were  noise  level  readings  taken?  Sound 

traveling  much  further  at  night  is  likely  to  have  a  significantly 
greater  impact  on  nocturnal  species  than  the  DEIS/EIR  implies. 
Noise  level  readings  should  be  developed  so  that  a  full  measure  of 
these  impacts  can  be  evaluated. 


■■■■■■: 


Sincerely, 


Patraic   Kelly,    ASLA    (Mr.) 
Conservation   Chair 


DOCUMENT  0112 


NO   DUMP   AT   FA^T.F   MOUNTAIN 


I  SUPPORT  THE  CITIZENS  FOR  THE  CHUCKWALLA  VALLEY  IN  THEIR  EFFORTS  I\; 
PROMOTING  ALTERNATIVES  TO  LANDFILLS.   I  AM  REGISTERING  MY  OPPOSITION 
TO  THE  PROPOSED  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  PROJECT,  WITH  THIS  PETITION.   I  WANT 
THE  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS,  AND  OTHER  POLITICIANS  TO 
KNOW  THAT  I  DO  NOT  THINK  THIS  PROPOSAL  IS  IN  THE  BEST  INTEREST  OF  THE 
AREA.   I  SAY  NO  !  TO  DUMPING  GARBAGE  AT  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN. 

ADDRESS 
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send  to 


J.  Coon  P.O.  Box  436  Desert  Center, 


NO   DUMP   AT   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN 


1 
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WE,  THE  CONCERNED  CITIZENS  OF  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY,  ARE  REGISTERING  OUR 
OPPOSITION  TO  THE  PROPOSED  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  DUMP  SITE  WITH  THIS  PETITION. 
WE  WANT  OUR  SUPERVISORS  TO  KNOW  THAT  WE  DON'T  THINK  THIS  IS  IN  THE  BEST 
INTERESTS  OF  OUR  AREA.  WE  SAY  NO!  TO  DUMPING  GARBAGE  AT  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN. 
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DOCUMENT  0112 


NO   DUMP   AT   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN 

WE,  THE  CONCERNED  CITIZENS  OF  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY,  ARE  REGISTERING  OUR 
OPPOSITION  TO  THE  PROPOSED  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  DUMP  SITE  WITH  THIS  PETITION. 
WE  WANT  OUR  SUPERVISORS  TO  KNOW  THAT  WE  DON'T  THINK  THIS  IS  IN  THE  BEST 
INTERESTS  OF  OUR  AREA.  WE  SAY  NO!  TO  DUMPING  GARBAGE  AT  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN. 
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DOCUMENT  0112 


NO      DUMP      AT      EAGLE      MOUNTAIN 
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WE,  THE  CONCERNED  CITIZENS  OF  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY,  ARE  REGISTERING  OUR 
OPPOSITION  TO  THE  PROPOSED  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  DUMP  SITE  WITH  THIS  PETITION. 
WE  WANT  OUR  SUPERVISORS  TO  KNOW  THAT  WE  DON'T  THINK  THIS  IS  IN  THE  BEST 
INTERESTS  OF  OUR  AREA.  WE  SAY  NO!  TO  DUMPING  GARBAGE  AT  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN. 
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When  completed,  please  send  to:  J.  Coon  P.O.Box  436  Desert  center,  Ca. 

92239 
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DOCUMENT  0112 


NO   DUMP   AT   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN 

WE,  THE  CONCERNED  CITIZENS  OF  THE  CHUCKAWALLA  VALLEY,  ARE  REGISTERING 
OUR  OPPOSITION  TO  THE  PROPOSED  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  DUMP  SITE  WITH  THIS 
PETITION.  WE  WANT  OUR  SUPERVISORS  TO  KNOW  THAT  WE  DON'T  THINK  THIS  IS 
IN  THE  BEST  INTEREST  OF  THE  COMMUNITY.  WE  SAY  NO!  TO  DUMPING  GARBAGE 
AT  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN. 
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DOCUMENT  0112 


NO   DUMP   AT   EAGLF   MOUNTAIN 


I  SUPPORT  THE  CITIZENS  FOR  THE  CHUCKWALLA  VALLEY  IN  THEIR  EFFORTS  IN 
PROMOTING  ALTERNATIVES  TO  LANDFILLS.   I  AM  REGISTERING  MY  OPPOSITION 
TO  THE  PROPOSED  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  PROJECT,  WITH  THIS  PETITION.   I  WANT 
THE  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS,  AND  OTHER  POLITICIANS  TO 
KNOW  THAT  I  DO  NOT  THINK  THIS  PROPOSAL  IS  IN  THE  BEST  INTEREST  OF  THE 
AREA.   I  SAY  NO  !  TO  DUMPING  GARBAGE  AT  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN. 
NAME ADDRESS 


/^tAgiC     Hgrb^i-       ?JIMp2^z.    Co^j_   /ti^L    Ia-CA      Too?-F| 


M£^jJ1M\ 


is 


<^-^. 


z&M*t    adlr&r, •■ 


7. 


ny\/       /^P/    Q  <^Z>    /o^a.'^,^  i^t> 


'Cs&^A^y+      <Z?/a- 


y°"^ 


S   /  trri  /(ft/ 


i233a-^b^ffi  T>     Q^lLl  lihl  CA  <iM1L 


SMJ. 


(f 


£ 


J^f»^A^V^-K      !\}-'fc± 


Po  c , 


■H.     1--L 


Mil  folk*,  CA  1W) 


'r-^-A 


£T  <r 


/yA^j/j£g    L.  Dffy        Qjjij  TL&vt-^    fate  ■    N.  Wiuxyvocvx)  .Cft     q/UQ^r 


When  completed,  please  send  to 
California,  92239 


Coon  P.O.  Box  436  Desert  Center, 
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DOCUMENT  0112 


NO   DUMP   AT   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN 


WE,  THE  CONCERNED  CITIZENS  OF  THE  CHUCKAWALLA  VALLEY,  ARE  REGISTERING 
OUR  OPPOSITION  TO  THE  PROPOSED  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  DUMP  SITE  WITH  THIS 
PETITION.  WE  WANT  OUR  SUPERVISORS  TO  KNOW  THAT  WE  DON'T  THINK  THIS  IS 
IN  THE  BEST  INTEREST  OF  THE  COMMUNITY.  WE  SAY  NO!  TO  DUMPING  GARBAGE 
AT  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN. 
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DOCUMENT  0112 


NO   DUMP   AT   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN 

I  SUPPORT  THE  CITIZENS  FOR  THE  CHUCKWALLA  VALLEY  IN  THEIR  EFFORTS  IN 
PROMOTING  ALTERNATIVES  TO  LANDFILLS.   I  AM  REGISTERING  MY  OPPOSITION 
TO  THE  PROPOSED  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  PROJECT,  WITH  THIS  PETITION.   I  WANT 
THE  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS,  AND  OTHER  POLITICIANS  TO 
KNOW  THAT  I  DO  NOT  THINK  THIS  PROPOSAL  IS  IN  THE  BEST  INTEREST  OF  THE 
AREA.   I  SAY  NO  !  TO  DUMPING  GARBAGE  AT  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN. 
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When    completed,    please    send    to 
California,    92239 
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:oon  P.O.  Box  436  Desert  Center, 
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DOCUMENT  0112 


NO   DUMP   AT   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN 

WE,  THE  CONCERNED  CITIZENS  OF  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY,  ARE  REGISTERING  OUR 
OPPOSITION  TO  THE  PROPOSED  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  DUMP  SITE  WITH  THIS  PETITION. 
WE  WANT  OUR  SUPERVISORS  TO  KNOW  THAT  WE  DON'T  THINK  THIS  IS  IN  THE  BEST 
INTERESTS  OF  OUR  AREA.  WE  SAY  NO!  TO  DUMPING  GARBAGE  AT  EAGLE'  MOUNTAIN. 
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WhenJ  completed,  please  send  to:  J.  Coon  P.O.Box  436  Desert  center,  Ca. 

92239 
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DOCUMENT  0112 


NO   DUMP   AT   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN 

WE,  THE  CONCERNED  CITIZENS  OF  THE  CHUCKAWALLA  VALLEY,  ARE  REGISTERING 
OUR  OPPOSITION  TO  THE  PROPOSED  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  DUMP  SITE  WITH  THIS 
PETITION.  WE  WANT  OUR  SUPERVISORS  TO  KNOW  THAT  WE  DON'T  THINK  THIS  13 
IN  THE  BEST  INTEREST  OF  THE  COMMUNITY.  WE  SAY  NO!  TO  DUMPING  GARBAGE 
AT  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN. 
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DOCUMENT  0112 


NO   DUMP   AT   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN 


I  SUPPORT  THE  CITIZENS  FOR  THE  CHUCKWALLA  VALLEY  IN  THEIR  EFFORTS  IN 

PROMOTING  ALTERNATIVES  TO  LANDFILLS.   I  AM  REGISTERING  MY  OPPOSITION 

TO  THE  PROPOSED  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  PROJECT,  WITH  THIS  PETITION.   I  WANT 

THE  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS,  AND  OTHER  POLITICIANS  TO 

KNOW  THAT  I  DO  NOT  THINK  THIS  PROPOSAL  IS  IN  THE  BEST  INTEREST  OF  THE 

AREA.   I  SAY  NO  !  TO  DUMPING  GARBAGE  AT  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN. 
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When  completed,  please  send  to 
California,  92239 
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J.  Coon  P.O.  Box  436  Desert  Center, 
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DOCUMENT  0112 


NO   DUMP   AT 


EAGLE   MOUNTAIN 
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WE,  THE  CONCERNED  CITIZENS  OF  THE  CHUCKAWALLA  VALLEY,  ARE  REGISTERING 
OUR  OnPOSITION  TO  THE  PROPOSED  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  DUMP  SITE  WITH  THIS 
PETITION.  WE  WANT  OUR  SUPERVISORS  TO  KNOW  THAT  WE  DON'T  THIN''  THIS  IS 
IN  THE  BEST  INTEREST  OF  THE  COMMUNITY.  WE  SAY  NO!  TO  DUMPING  GARBAGE 
AT  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN. 
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DOCUMENT  0112 


NO   DUMP   AT   EAGLE   MOUNTAIN 

WE,  THE  CONCERNED  CITIZENS  OF  THE  CHUCKAWALLA  VALLEY,  ARE  REGISTERING 
OUR  OPPOSITION  TO  THE  PROPOSED  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  DUMP  SITE  WITH  THIS 
PETITION.  WE  WANT  OUR  SUPERVISORS  TO  KNOW  THAT  WE  DON'T  THIMK  THIS  IS 
IN  THE  BEST  INTEREST  OF  THE  COMMUNITY,  WE  SAY  NO!  TO  DUMPING  GARBAGE 
AT  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN. 
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DOCUMENT  0112 
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KNOW  THAT  I  DO  NOT  THINK  THIS  PROPOSAL  IS  IN  THE  BEST  INTEREST  OF  THE 
AREA.   I  SAY  NO  !  TO  DUMPING  GARBAGE  AT  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN. 
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WE,  THE  CONCERNED  CITIZENS  OF  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY,  ARE  REGISTERING  OUR 
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PROMOTING  ALTERNATIVES  TO  LANDFILLS.   I  AM  REGISTERING  MY  OPPOSITION 
TO  THE  PROPOSED  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  PROJECT,  WITH  THIS  PETITION.   I  WANT 
THE  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS,  AND  OTHER  POLITICIANS  TO 
KNOW  THAT  I  DO  NOT  THINK  THIS  PROPOSAL  IS  IN  THE  BEST  INTEREST  OF  THE 
AREA.   I  SAY  NO  !  TO  DUMPING  GARBAGE  AT  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN. 
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WE,  THE  CONCERNED  CITIZENS  OF  THE  CHUCKAWALLA  VALLEY,  ARE  REGISTERING 
OUR  OPPOSITION  TO  THE  PROPOSED  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  DUMP  SITE  WITH  THIS 
PETITION.  WE  WANT  OUR  SUPERVISORS  TO  KNOW  THAT  WE  DON'T  THINK  THIS  IS 
IN  THE  BEST  INTEREST  OF  THE  COMMUNITY.  WE  SAY  NO!  TO  DUMPING  GARBAGE 
AT  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN. 
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WE,  THE  CONCERNED  CITIZENS  OF  THE  CHUCKAWALLA  VALLEY,  ARE  REGISTERING 
OUR  OPPOSITION  TO  THE  PROPOSED  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  DUMP  SITE  WITH  THIS 
PETITION.  WE  WANT  OUR  SUPERVISORS  TO  KNOW  THAT  WE  DON'T  THINK  THIS  IS 
IN  THE  BEST  INTEREST  OF  THE  COMMUNITY.  WE  SAY  NO!  TO  DUMPING  GARBAGE 
AT  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN. 
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The  Draft  EIR/S  failed 
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any  landfill  permits  are  iqcneri    m-k^  n.     -.  F  u*'cl  ■lj  '  Delore 

absorb  the  cost  of  do?™     t  J**  *hree  firms  J11!*  ^ntioned,  should 

from  the  site,  I  reques?  In  indLnS   ^approximately  4  miles  downstream 

.ater  well  to  -itJrS^eStS:ffi^rSrl£.eKS.S!1SrBli  °'  "* 

6  counci'l^ofKalse^Ste'ef  ^He^salr^^.,17^-   Mr '  EngliS  is  the  le^ 
site  all  week,  and       no  v   1  S  "^pany  team"  investigated  the 
Since  their  team  found  nothing   the  E  L    "  ?"?  materials  being  dumped. 
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dumping  without  the  necessary  permits  ?   If  the  radioactive  cylinders 
or  the  transformers  are  not  found,  where  are  the  dockets  stating  where 
and  when  these  items  were  disposed  ?  Since  Kaiser  Steel  illegally  dumped 
hazardous  materials  into  the  Desert  Center  dump,  what  can  be  expected 
of  them  and  Browning  Ferris  Industries,  if  they  have  a  megadump  to  use 
?  The  local  citizens  will  not  have  the  liberty  of  casually  walking  to 
the  site  to  see  what  is  being  dumped. 

In  closing,  Kaiser  Steel  has  been  fined  in  the  past  for  environmental 
infractions.   Browning  Ferris  Industries  is  notorious  for  contaminating 
land  with  their  dumps  throughout  the  country.   And,  Mine  Reclamation 
Corporation  is  a  firm  that  was  formed  solely  for  this  project,  and  has 
no  record  of  landfilling  experience  anywhere,  to  trace  their  track  record. 
Put  these  three  entities  together,  and  we  have  one  large  environmental 
time  bomb  waiting  to  explode.   I  strongly  and  respectfully  urge  the  Riverside 
County  Planning  Department  to  reject  this  absurd  proposal.   Thank  you. 

Donna  Charpied  :  Desert  Center  farmer 
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COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT  EIR/S   :   BLM  HEARING  AUGUST  28,  1991  DESERT  CENTER, 


4  3 


5  4. 


Mrs.  Larson  said  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  meeting  in  June  1989   "Any 
written  concerns  must  by  law,  be  addressed  in  the  Draft  EIR/S  "   Mv 
husband  and  I  submitted  written  concerns  at  the  Scoping  Sessions  and 
a  few  items  were  not  addressed.   I  am  hoping  these  hearings  are 
not  just  to  serve  only  to  appease  the  people.   We  will  re-submi1- 
concerns  not  addressed  in  the  draft,  plus,  comment  on  areas  of  concern 
m  the  draft  document.   At  this  time,  I  would  like  to  formally  reouest 
a  copy  of  the  Final  document ,  including  appendices,  when  complete, 
to  enable  me  to  verify  our  concerns  have  been  addressed.        ' 

My  next  comment  concerns  the  Desert  Tortoise  : 

a.  Proponents  argue  General  Patton's  army  roiled  over  the  tortoise 
with  their  tanks  etc.,  and  nobody  worried  about  the  tortoise  then 
well,  at  that  time,  the  desert  tortoise  was  not  on  the  endangered 
species  list.   Who  know's  maybe  Patton's  army  led  to  them  being 

on  the  endangered  list  now.   In  those  days,  people  were  not  aware 
of  the  environment,  and  how  fragile  ecosystems.   For  instance,  farmers 
would  broadcast  DDT  on  their  farms  with  bare  hands  and  no  protective 
equipment  at  all.   I  make  this  point  to  illustrate,  human  beings 
learn  from  their  mistakes,  instead  of  perpetuating  them. 

b.  The  tortoise  study  in  the  document  was  largely  based  on  research 
in  Clark  County  Nevada,  not  Eagle  Mountain  /  Desert  Center.   Which 
brings  up  one  of  my  previous  concerns,  not  addressed  in  the  draft.  : 

1.  Jean  Carr,  formerly  Director  of  Marketing  Affairs  and  Public 
Affairs  for  MRC,  worked  for  RECON  prior  to  her  employment 
with  MRC.  J 

2.  Jean  Carr  and  MRC  recommended  RECON  to  BLM  to  prepare  the 
document.   Of  particular  interest,  too,  is  Mr.  Kaldenberg, 
from  the  Federal  lead  agency,  BLM,  once  worked  for  RECON, 
too.   I've  always  felt  we've  been  dealing  with  a  stacked  deck 
from  the  beginning. 

3.  Jean  Carr  is  now  working  for  RECON  again,  and  did  the  desert 
tortoise  study  in  Clark  County,  the  D  EIR/S  refers  to.   I 

do  not  think  Jean  could  possibly  have  a  neutral  position  because 
of  her  close  ties  to  MRC. 

The  Desert  Pupfish,  also  an  endangered  species,  lives  in  the  tributary 
of  Salt  Creek.   This  species  is  near  extinction,  according  to  Professor 
Allan  Schoemherr,  from  Fullerton  College.   When  there  is  a  rail 
accident  in  that  area,  and  the  pupfish  is  destroyed,  the  mitigation 
measures  call  for  "the  nearest  suitable  genetic  strain  of  pupfish 
will  be  the  source  of  transplantation."   Since  this  fish  is  nearly 
extinct,  where  is  this  suitable  genetic  strain  going  to  come  f roin  ? ! ? 

The  leaf  nosed  bat  roost  in  the  mine  tunnel.   There  will  be  a  chimney 
^ftl^tf   °f  c°^ete  sewer  pipes  to  permit  the  ingress  and  egress 
SiJ  ?  It  tS,,         garbage  gets  higher,  the  chimney  will  be  extended. 

When  I  was  a  child  in  Pa.,  the  old  miners  would  tell  stories  of 
how  they  would  take  a  canary  into  the  mine,  if  it  died  that  indicated 
gasses  were  present.   This  chimney  will  act  as  a  landfill  gas  collection 
pipe.   Thus,  it  seems  the  mitigation  measures  will  serve  to  simply 
kill  the  bats  off. 
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6  5.   "Although  sheep  may  continue  to  use  a  disturbed  area,  the  level 

of  stress  they  endure,  which  could  affect  their  susceptibility  to 
disease  or  decreased  reproductive  success,  is  not  known."   Since 
this  is  unknown,  stating  impacts  to  the  Bighorn  sheep  will  be  reduced 
below  a  level  of  significance,  is  at  best  a  hypothesis,  and  not 
a  fact . 


7  6. 


8  7 


10  9. 


It  states  in  the  document  ravens  will  not  be  attracted  to  the  dump 
because  they  win  cover  the  trash,  daily.   According  to  the  Draft 
Raven  Management  Plan  of  April  1990,  by  the  BLM,  page  9,  even  dumps 
with  a  daily  cover  have  large  numbers  of  the  birds.   Thus,  that 
mitigation  measure  is  moot,  and  another  method  must  be  studied. 

This  project  is  suppose  to  boost  employment  in  our  community.   There 

is  an  established  industry  right  now  in  Eagle  Mountain,  the  MTC 

Return  to  Custody  Facility.   This  already  established,  well  functioning 

industry  stands  to  lose  up  to  50%  of  their  employees  with  MRC ' s 

false  promises  of  high  paying  garbagemen  jobs.   More  consideration 

to  MTC  with  regards  to  employee  loses  should  be  fully  studied. 

An  integral  part  of  this  project  is  one  of  recycling.   AB939  states 
25%  reduction  of  waste  by  1995  and  a  50%  reduction  of  waste  by  2000. 
There  are  no  provisions  prohibiting  any  city  or  county  from  exceeding 
these  goals.   A  100  year  dump  will  remove  incentive  to  reduce  the 
waste  stream.   Furthermore,  MRC  has  stated,   if  the  market  is  such, 
there  is  no  money  in  railing  the  recyclables  back  to  the  city,  they 
will  dump  them  in  the  pit.   So  much  for  waving  the  recycling  banner!!! 

Southern  California  Association  of  Governments  wrote  a  feasibility 
study  on  hauling  solid  waste  by  railroad  to  remote  areas.  :   Charles 
Tobin  conducted  a  feasibility  study  of  the  disposal  of  solid  waste 
at  Eagle  Mountain.   "At  15,000  tons  per  day,  250  operating  days 
a  year,  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfills  would  last  approximately  40 
years."   Mr.  Tobin  is  referring  to  3  pits  not  one  !   The  draft  EIR/S 
states  the  East  Pit  alone  has  a  projected  lifespan  of  100  years  ' 
If  the  County  of  Riverside  is  basing  financial  projections  over 
the  100  year  period,  the  bookkeeper  will  be  sorely  disappointed! 
Plus,  Los  Angeles  really  would  not  have  the  extended  easy  out  of 
their  trash  crisis,  that  they  think.   Since  we  have  two  scientific 
feasibility  studies  stating  different  results,  I  feel  a  third  neutral 
party  should  determine  exactly  what  the  longevity  of  this  proposal 
reallv  is.  r 
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Southern  Pacific  has  shown,  in  very  recent  times,  to  be  an  ENVIRON- 
MENTAL MENACE  TO  SOCIETY  !   It  is  not  in  the  desert  community's 
interest  to  have  such  an  irresponsible  rail  carrier  responsible 
for  carrying  out  the  monumental  task  of  railing  garbage  200  miles, 
through  our  pristine  deserts.   I  feel  another  carrier  should  be 
studied  for  this  proposal. 

I  cannot  help  at  this  moment  but  to  think  of  a  statement  a  friend 
of  mine,  Mr.  Ragsdale  made,  sarcastically  one  day.   He  said,  "I'll 
put  an  ad  in  the  Wall  Street  Journal  saying,  'Come  to  Riverside 
County,  home  of  the  world's  largest  dump'".   Sounds  like  quite  a 
tourist  attraction  to  me .   I  think  Riverside  County,  and  the  Desert 
in  Eastern  Riverside  County  deserves  more  dignity  than  that.   Kaiser 
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Steel  made  a  big  sore  on  the  Earth,  now  they  want  to  fill  it  with 
infectious  material,  and  let  it  fester  for  eternity,  degrading 'the 
air,  water,  and  our  guality  of  life.   This  proposal  is  profoundly 
-udicrous,  rife  with  negative  conseguences .   I  urge  the  BLM  to  reject 


it 


Donna  Charpied 

P.O.  Box  321 

Desert  Center,  Ca .  92239 

619-392-4722 
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COMMENTS  ON  DRAFT  EIR/S  :  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  PROJECT   SEPTEMBER  20,  1991 

I  WATER  ISSUES   : 

The  DEIR/S  states  our  water  is  not  any  good  for  drinking  or  irrigating 
crops.   In  a  comparison  of  water  wells  in  Blythe,  and  water  in  the 
Coachella  Valley,  the  water  quality  is  virtually  identical.   Reference 
California  Department  of  Water  Resources  Bulletin  #  118 

According  to  the  Department  of  Water  Resources  Bulletins  #  118  &  91-7, 
maps  show  the  Chuckwalla  aquifer  is  directly  connected  to  the  Colorado 
River  and  Coachella  Valley  aquifer.   These  studies  state  the  main  gradient 
or  direction  of  underground  water  flow  is  from  Eagle  Mountain/Desert 
Center  area  to  the  Colorado  River.   They  also  state  the  gradient  or  flows 
from  the  Eagle  Mountain/Desert  Center  area  to  the  Coachella  Valley,  although 
to  a  much  lesser  extent.   It  also  states  the  gradient  is  almost  level 
at  the  Desert  Center  area.   Physics  tells  us,  through  simple  diffusion, 
a  body  of  water  that  has  contaminants  introduced  will  eventually  distribute 
evenly,  through  the  body  of  water.   Remember,  this  is  the  proposed  world's 
largest  garbage  dump,  thus  we  have  the  world's  largest  potential  contaminatior 
of  the  Chuckwalla  Valley,  Colorado  River,  and  Coachella  Valley. 

II.  RESEARCH  FROM  THE  E.P.A.  &  FEDERAL  REGISTRY   : 

According  to  the  Environmental  Research  Foundation,  fractured  bedrock 
is  highly  undesirable  beneath  a  landfill  site,  because  leachate  cannot 
be  located  once  it  escapes.   Mines  and  quarries  should  be  avoided  because 
they  frequently  contact  groundwater.   The  DEIR/S  says  mining  operations 
penetrated  into  the  groundwater,  and  the  historic  groundwater  level  is 
752  feet.   This  is  a  very  poor  site  selection. 

Landfill  liners  : 

Federal  Registry  February  5,  1981,  page  III  28  :   "Eventually  liners 
degrade,  tear,  or  crack,  and  allow  liquids  to  migrate  out  of  the 
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How  can  the  applicants  predict  all  the  possible  combinations  of 
chemicals  that  will  be  created  inside  the  landfill,  producing  new 
chemicals  that  will  attack  the  liner  and  leachate  collection  system  ? 
What  is  the  expected  duration  of  hazards  inside  the  landfill  versus 
the  expected  duration  of  the  liner  and  leachate  collection  system.  ? 
SCS  Engineers  have  stated  .01%  of  the  material  dumped  will  contain 
hazardous  materials.   .01%  of  20,000  tons  a  day  is  4,000  pounds 
of  hazardous  material  a  day,  admittedly  a  conservative  estimate. 
The  state  of  the  art,  is  a  double  composit  liner.   Why  not  implement 
this,  here,  for  the  world's  largest  garbage  dump  ? 

The  EPA  hired  Geoservices  from  Boyton,  Florida  to  study  landfill 
liners.   Clay  liners  meeting  EPA  design  regulations  of  10  to  minus  7 
cm/s,  (the  same  as  stated  in  DEIR/S),  will  leak  90  gallons  of  fluid  per 
day  per  acre.   Reference  pages  3-18,  Background  Document  on  bottom  liner 
Performance  in  Double-Lined  Landfills  and  Surface  Impoundments.  Three 
inches  of  water  on  a  3  foot  clay  liner  will  take  15  years  to  break  through, 
then  90  gallons  of  fluid  per  acre  per  day,  win  escape.   The  proposed 
liner  here,  is  one  foot.   Does  this  mean  in  5  years  or  less  the  leaking 
will  begin  ? 

Geoservices  reports,  all  plastic  liners,  (also  called  Flexible  Membrane 
Liners,  or  FML ' s ) ,  always  have  some  leaks.   FML ' s  often  develop  defects 
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?!i};5  2^n?leK"^ring  manufacture;  these  result  from  thin  places 

of  FML  together  with  glue  or  by  weldinT  ^  !    ?*  Y  J01nlng  striPs 
Even  with  good  quality  assuranL   -    g'      resulting  seam  often  leaks. 

1,000  feet'of  s^am  ctl   le^lTtUT^'Tl    ll   ?"«??  J*°  ^  *" 
leachate  leaking.  P      '  and'  -02  t0  x  gallon  per  acre  of 
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of  a  sssaeaS:;tfSif:r:cc5;r1f;  ?sizon?  s^tes' once  ™*™^°» 

Reference  :  Draft  llR/S  Appendix  one  Sf  two"   "  lmP°SSlble  to  «"«*. 
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presented  is  the  absorption  capacity  of 
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storm.       interesting,    when   asked    to    see   MR?' s    SS"!™^   ^   "i0 

of   March    1991      nf    n,.;,   „»    l£  e   MRC    s    rain   9au9e    during   a    tour 
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13  transport  the  tortoise  to  a  holding  area  for  5  days.   If  it  is  not  adopted 
in  that  time,  it  will  be  given  a  lethal  injection.   Is  this  the  tortoise 
management  plan  for  our  desert/  too  ? 

According  to  Riverside  County  solid  Waste  Management  Plan,  Final 
Draft  1989,  page  IV5 ,  last  paragraph   : 

In  no  instance  shall  exporting  of  waste  into  a  public  site  be  relied 
upon  for  local  use  be  considered  anything  but  a  short  term  (less  than 

14  5  years)  waste  management  solution,  for  the  exporting  agency.   Is  there 
a  County  law  allowing  private  landfills  to  take  waste  longer  ?   If  not 
we  do  not  want  this  law  changed. 

15  Page  IV-6  item  5B  :  High  initial  cost  to  export,  as  well  as  graduated 
cost  structure  should  be  included  in  the  import  agreement  to  provide 
increasing  disincentive  to  export  to  Riverside  County.  How  does  a  100 
year  project  meet  this  requirement  ? 
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Transfer  stations  t  We  think,  at  no  time  should 
brought  to  Eagle  Mountain  without  going  through  a  mat 
facility,  (MRF),  also  known  as  transfer  stations.  Th 
not  even  address  in  the  DEIR/S.  We  think  a  MRF  shoul 
for  the  Coachella  Valley's  garbage,  and  one  set  up  in 
trash  in  the  Eagle  Mountain/Desert  Center,  and  Chiria 
Some  people  in  these  areas  feel  this  project  is  a  goo 
the  money  it  will  supposedly  generate.  So, we  feel  th 
some  of  the  burdens  involved  in  the  project.  Also,  re 
read  people  in  Los  Angeles  are  fighting  against  trans 
their  back  yard  !  These  people  do  not  want  to  take  a 
for  ANY  of  their  trash  generation.  These  facilities  s 
ready  to  go  before  ANY  garbage  arrives  to  Eagle  Mount 
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Please  refer  to  the  DEIR/S  Appendix  1  of  2  :   Document  dated  April 
8,  1968.   "This  is  a  permeability  study  on  the  slime.   The  conclusion 
states  'It  may  be  concluded  from  test  work  to  date  that  some  percolation 
definitely  does  take  place'.   Also  this  report  states  the  slime  water 
is  excessively  high  in  sulfate  ions."   It  seems  ironic,  MRC  plans  to 
use  a  potentially  hazardous  material  to  protect  our  groundwater. 

Also  in  this  appendix,  we  requested  a  study  of  the  native  jojoba 
plants  in  this  area,  that  was  nof  conducted.   We  have  spent  over  10  years 
researching  this  plant,  in  the  wild,  studying  the  growth  patterns,  etc. 
We  base  our  cultural  practices  after  the  wild,  to  help  make  jojoba  a 
cash  viable  crop.   Where  the  Eagle  Mountain  road  will  be  extended,  is 
one  of  the  areas  of  great  interest  to  us.   We  have  located,  what  the 
science  world  refers  to  as  a  Female  Hermaphrodte .   It  is  believed,  jojoba 
existed  as  a  hermaphrodite  many  years  ago,  until  it  evolved  into  a  dioecious 
plant.   We  have  received  letters,  from  scientist  stating  the  plants  we 
found  are  very  rare,  one  in  a  million.   In  one  particular  wash,  there 
are  several  of  these  hermaphrodites  living.   These  may  well  be  the  oldest 
living  jojoba  plants  in  the  world  !   The  changing  of  the  natural  washes 
in  this  area  may  affect  these  plant's  ability  to  survive.   We  again  request 
a  more  in  depth  study  to  the  jojoba.   The  DEIR/S  only  mentioned  they 
are  native  here  . 
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During  an  Evaluation  Committee  meeting  with  MRC,  during  April  1990, 
the  Committee  requested  MRC  to  have  the  Agriculture  Commissioner  to  look 

19  into  the  project.   There  is  a  possibility  of  transporting  the  Medfly 

from  the  Los  Angeles  area  to  the  Coachella  Valley  and  the  Eagle  Mountain/Dese: 

Center  area.   Donna  Charpied  is  a  member  of  the  Committee,  and  at  the 

time  MRC  said  the  matter  would  be  looked  into.   The  DEIR/S  failed  to 

do  so.   John  Schrader,  from  the  County's  Ag  Department,  during  a  meeting 

of  California  Certified  Organic  Farmers  John     said,  "If  the  State  finds 

two  flies,  a  19  square  mile  radius  would  be  sprayed  with  Malathion,  and 

20  31  square  miles  would  be  quarantined  for  105  days".   In  the  worse  case 
scenario,  the  possibility  of  crop  destruction  exists.   Crops  such  as 
grapes  and  vegetables  cannot  be  held  for  that  long  period  of  time. 
Furthermore,  we  are  contract  inspectors  for  California  Certified  Organic 
Farmers,  and  there  are  many  certified  organic  farms  in  the  Coachella 
Valley,  and  two  Certified  Organic  farms  in  Desert  Center  :  the  Charpied' s 
and  Desert  Center  Grape  Farm.   Spraying  any  petro-chemical  near  these 
farms  will  have  an  especially  financial  impact  on  the  organic  growers. 

We  would  like  a  study  conducted  on  the  possible  introduction  of  the  Medflv 
to  our  deserts. 
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21      Lastly,  there  are  some  very  innovated,  environmentally  sound  ways 
to  deal  with  our  garbage.  One  such  technology  is  implemented  by  RECOMP 
in  Saint  Cloud  Minnesota.   They  use  a  Eweson  (pronounce  Avison)  digester. 
The  waste  is  placed  in  a  digester  and  the  final  product  is  marketed 
as  mulch.   All  recyclables  are  first  retrieved  at  the  tipping  floor  as 
with  any  other  transfer  station.   This  type  of  facility  could  be  built 
by  existing  landfills.   RECOMP  has  reduced  the  amount  going  into  landfills 
by  as  much  as  80%.   We  have  simplified  the  technology  of  this,  but  will 
show  a  VCR  tape  at  the  next  hearing. 

Another  alternative  to  creating  new  landfills  exists  in  Collier 
County,  Florida,  where  they  basically  mine  existing  landfills,  for  the 
recyclables  and  composted  solid  waste.   This  process  enables  us  to  reclaim 
approximately  40%  of  the  old  landfill.   This  system  would  allow  all 
landfills  to  remain  open.   It  would  allow  placement  of  a  new  liner,  as 
waste  is  cleared  from  the  ground.   Then  the  reclaimed  landfill  space 
can  be  re-sold.  This  is  a  WIN  !  WIN  !  WIN  .'  situation,  politically, 
economically,  and  environmentally. 

The  facts  are  Desert  Center  does  not  need  this  dump.  Riverside 
County  does  not  need  this  dump.  And,  with  the  innovative  technology 
available,  Los  Angeles  does  not  need  this  dump.  The  only  people  who 
"want"  this  dump  are  MRC,  solely  because  of  the  money.  This  is  not  a 
realistic  basis  for  embarking  on  a  path  to  the  world's  largest  potential 
environmental  disaster  !  In  closing,  if  mega-dumps  are  so  safe,  why 
would  Los  Angeles  give  up  that  great  tax  revenue  to  Riverside  County  !? 

Please  send  a  copy  of  the  Final  document,  along  with  appendixes  to  ; 


Donna  &  Larry  Charpied 

P.O.  BOX  321 

Desert  Center,  Ca .   92239 


Thank  You. 


J.W.'.'JW.'.'J 
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THE  BASICS  OF  LANDFILLS- 
HOW  THEY  ARE  CONSTRUCTED  AND  WHY  THEY  FAIL 


® 
I 

m 

% 

:-:■:■ 
■:■:■: 


1  of V!  1    h  .,A  SSC!Jre  landfi"  ,S  a  carefully-engineered  depression  in  the  ground  (or  built  on 

top  of  me  ground  resembling  a  football  stadium)  into  which  wastes  are  put    The  aim  is  to  avoid  anv 
hydraite  [water-related]  connection  between  the  wastes  and  the  surrounSng  environm  nt  pSlarJ 

aSl^S'^  iS  a  bathtub  ,n  the  9™nd;  a  double-iined  landfill  one  SSde 
another.   Bathtubs  leak  two  ways:  out  the  bottom  or  over  the  top. 

|IHrAI  S,^N,SS  MADE  UP  0F?  77lere  are  four  critol  e^ents  in  a  secure  Ml-  a  bottom 

other  elements  must  be  engineered.   Each  of  these  elements  is  critical  to  success. 

JoT  TZLSS?nfvrfG:?°^    ""  9e010^  to  d0  *°  ******  things  for 
you.    io  prevent  wastes  escaping,  you  want  rocks  as  tight  (waterproof)  as  possible    Yet  if  leaks™  nrr,,re 

you  want  the  geology  to  be  as  simple  as  possible  so  you  can  easily  p  eoTd lS  the >  wast «  wTeSne 

to  so  you  can  put  down  wells  and  capture  the  escaped  wastes  by  pumping.   F«^5££teK? 

s^r^^z^^xs^  —-  'SEW' 

w«ll  migrate  directiy  ,nto  the  enuronmert  There  are  three  types  of  liners:  clay  plaS;  anS ZZtm?" 

WHAT  IS  WRONG  WITH  A  CLAY  LINER?  A  mechansm  called  diffusion  will  move  organic 
chemicals  like  benzene  through  a  three-foot  thick  clay  landfill  liner  in  approximate?  5  ST 
Natural  clay  is  often  fractured  and  cracked.  Some  chemicals  can  degrade  clay 

WHAT  IS  WRONG  WITH  A  PLASTIC  LINER?  The  very  best  landfill  liners  todav  are  made  of  a 

degrade  HOPE,  permeating  it  (pass.ng  through  it),  making  it  lose  its  strength,  softening  it  o7 
making  rt  become  brittle  and  crack.    Not  only  will  household  chemicals,  such  as  mo!?  tote 
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y  aiconoi  (also  know  as  booze),  shoe  polish,  pepperm.nt  oil,  to  name  a  few. 
WHAT  IS  WRONG  WrTH  COMPOSITE  I  iwpdm    a 

parts,  a  plastic  liner  and  compacted  ^l    5  Li  3PE  I6'  S  *  Sin9'e  'iner  made  of  *■ 
(also  called  Flexible  MembraneUne*  o  r  rSK  & 1J POrtS  f^  **  a"  plastic  liners 
realize  that  all  materials  used  asE  mISSLSW™1  some  leaks-  ll  *  imP°«ant  to 
certain  amount  of  pZE  SoS  linTns   hS  K^^ft,.1?  iiquids  or  **ss  ««  a 
defects  such  as  cracks  holes  an  H^^T1  Add,t,onal  ieaka9e  results  fr°m 
leak  rate  somewhereleS Q^aSVgTns  %%""  **  a  10*°»  Ml  w»  "*»  ■ 

^SJ^Sgra  9°*  **  «•***«*  by 

of  the  landfill  b  sloped;  l?ef£SSVX^^^  *  *****  °f  pipes"  ^  bottom 
as  they  vm^\^SmSS^^^ffl!ST^  Wat6r  and  "^  fiuids  (|eacnate) 

Sr  ie  ^  *SR=S5  SEMES  SLtlMKS 

from  silt  or  mud:  2)  thev  car *oo  uTtSl 7SUS?         ***'*  knwn  wa's:  'I  »»  *8  «P 

crushed  by  the  tons  of  garbage  pS  on  iem  9  ""*  "  COrr°S'0n)  "*  may  *"  be 

Sha^o^nf  it  tiZES^S^™  ?,  M  5  ^  ""*  0Ut  (t0  preve* 
ran  from  intruding,  ovZST^Sm^lXJ^  '  **!  °r  membrane  ,iner  <to  Prev** 
overlain  by  topsoS  in  which wnuta  <? ™  1  2! It  ^  °r  9rave"y  Soil  (t0  promote  ^n  ™off). 
cover  (cap)  k  not  maSSjSS  Se ^tSfSSl  J^W  T*  °f  **  "^   ,f  *• 
the  bathtub  overflows  fc  ^S^.£!?lSa"  ****  *  *****  *  **  ***  Where 

s^scurces^f,  S'fnS  3R  £W  ^  5  —  *""  «  ,ea* 
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EPA  SAYS  ALL  LANDFILLS   LEAK,   EVEN 
THOSE  USING   BEST  AVAILABLE  LINERS 

People  who  are  enthusiastic  about 
garbage  incinerators  often  fail  to  mention 
that  every  incinerator  has  a  landfill 
associated  with  it.  The  ash  left  over  from 
incineration  needs  to  be  landfilled,  and  the 
ash  is  toxic.  Some  engineers  (especially 
those  employed  to  promote  garbage 
incinerators)  try  to  argue  that  the  toxic 
constituents  of  the  ash  will  remain  safely 
in  the  landfill  "forever."  But  this  is  a 
flawed  view:  the  weight  of  evidence  and 
opinion  in  the  technical  world  does  not 
agree  with  this  argument.  On  thecontrary, 
even  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  says  that  all  landfills  will  leak. 
The  agency  has  published  this  opinion  on 
many  occasions  in  the  Federal  Register. 
But  before  we  look  at  the  EPA's  reasons 
for  believing  all  landfills  will  leak,  let's 
look  at  the  way  landfills  are  constructed: 
A  landfill  is  a  carefully-engineered 
depression  in  the  ground  (or  built  on  top  of 
the  ground,  resembling  a  football  stadium) 
into  which  wastes  are  put.  The  intention  is 
to  avoid  any  hydraulic  [water-related] 
connection  between  the  wastes  and  the 
natural  environment.  To  achieve  this  goal, 
there  are  four  important  parts  of  all 
landfills:  a  bottom  liner,  a  leachate^ 
collection  system,  a  cover,  and  the  natural  / 
hydrogeologic   setting    (the   earth). 

The  hydrogeologic  setting  can  be 
selected  to  slow  the  entry  of  wastes  into 
the  natural  environment.  The  other  three 
components  must  be  engineered.  The 
bottom  liner  can  be  one  or  more  layers  of 
clay  or  a  synthetic  flexible  membrane  liner 
[FML] ,  for  example,  a  sheet  of  plastic;  the 
liner  effectively  creates  a  bathtub  in  the 
ground.  The  leachate  collection  system 
consists  of  sloping  the  sides  of  the  landfill 
and  putting  pipes  in  the  lowest  places,  to 
pump  out  contaminated  water  and  other 
fluids  (leachate)  as  they  accumulate;  the 
pumped  leachate  is  treated  at  a  wastewater 
treatment  plant  (and  the  solids  removed 
from  the  leachate  during  this  step  are 
returned   to  the   landfill,   or  are  sent  to 


some  other  landfill).  The  cover  or  cap  will 
consist  of  several  sloped  layers  of  clay  or 
FML  (to  prevent  rain  from  intruding), 
overlain  by  a  very  permeable  layer  of  sandy 
or  gravely  soil,  overlain  by  topsoil  in  which 
vegetation  can  root  (to  stabilize  the 
underlying   layers  of  the  cap). 

Each  of  these  components  is  critical  to 

success.     If  the  bottom  liner  fails,  wastes 

will  migrate  directly  into  the  environment. 

If    leachate    collection    pipes    clog    up    and 

leachate  remains  in  the  landfill,  fluids  can 

build  up  in  the  bathtub;  the  resulting  liquid 

pressure  becomes   the  main  force  driving 

waste  out  the  bottom  of  the  landfill  when 

the  bottom  liner  fails.     If  the  cover  (cap) 

is     not    maintained,     rain    will    enter    the 

landfill,  resulting  in  buildup  of  leachate  to 

the  point  where  the  bathtub  overflows  its 

sides  and  wastes  enter  the  environment. 

I  In  the  Federal  Register  Feb.  5,  1981 , 

Vthe   EPA   first   stated   its  opinion  that   all 

landfills  will   eventually  leak: 

/         "There  is  good  theoretical  and  empirical 

/evidence  that  the  hazardous  constituents 

that  are  placed  in  land  disposal  facilities 

very  likely  will  migrate  from  the  facility 

linto  the  broader  environment.     This  may 

joccur  several  years,  even  many  decades, 

after  placement  of  the  waste  in  the  facility , 

but  data  and  scientific  prediction  indicate 

that,  in  most  cases,  even  with  the  applica- 
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tion  of  bast  available  land  disposal  technol- 
ogy^ it  will  occur  eventually."  [pg.  11128] 
"Manmade    permeable    materials    that 
might  be  used  for  liners  or  covers  (e.g., 
membrane    liners  or  other  materials)    are 
subject     to    eventual    deterioration,     and 
although  this  might  not  occur  for  10,  20  or 
more  years,  it  eventually  occurs  and,  when 
it   does,    leachate  will   migrate  out  of  the 
facility."    [pg.    11128] 
/         "Unfortunately,  at  the  present  time,  it 
Ms    not    technologically   and   institutionally 
possible  to  contain  wastes  and  constituents 
forever  or  for  the  long  time  periods  that 
\m,y     be     necessary     to     allow    adequate 
degradation  to  be  achieved."  [pg.   11129] 
/        "Consequently,     the    regufation    of 
/  hazardous  waste  land  disposal  facilities  must 
'  proceed  from  the  assumption  that  migration 
j  of  hazardous  wastes  and  their  constituents 
\and     by-products    from    a    land    disposal 
facility  will  inevitably  occur."  [pg.  11129] 
More   than   »   year   later,    on  July  26, 
1982,   the  EPA  again  put  its  opinions  into 
tne  Federal  Register,  emphasizing  that  all 
landfills  will  inevitably  leak: 
/  "A   liner  is  a  barrier  technology  that 

I  prevents  or  greatly  restricts  migration  of 
'  hquidsintotheground.  No  liner,  however, 
can   keep  all  liquids  out  of  the  ground  for 
all    time.        Eventually    liners    will    either 
degrade,    tear,    or   crack   and   will    allow 

,q,u'd,s  t0  m'Srate  out  of  the  unit."   [pg. 
•3Z254 J 

"Some  have  argued  that  liners  are 
devices  that  provide  a  perpetual  seal 
against  any  migration  from  a  waste 
management  unit.  EPA  has  concluded  that 
the  more  reasonable  assumption,  based  on 


what  is  known  about  the  pressures  plai 
on  liners  over  time,    is  that  any  liner  v 

•M?«it0   'Mk   event"»l'y-"   Ipg*-    3222 
32285] . 

In  the  Federal  Regi*t»r  M»y  *>c     \sc 
pgs.  28314  through  28328), .the  EPA  argu 
forcefully  that  all  landfills  will  eventual, 
leak;.      Another  EPA   quote: 

"Many  organic  constituents  are  ftjL. 
(degrade   very    slowly);    other   hazar.Jo. 
constituents    (e.g.,     toxic    metals)    nev 
degrade.     Yet  the  existing  technology  f 
disposing  of  hazardous  wastes  on  or  in  tl, 
land  cannot  confidently  isolate  these  w.isU  . 
rom„  the  envir°nment  forever. 

Sincedisposing  of  hazardous  wa»l*«  i. 
or    on    the    land    inevitable    [inevitably  ?  | 
results   in   the  release  of  hazardous   con 
stituents  to  the  environment  at  some  lime 
any    land    disposal    facility    creates    iom. 
nsk^     [pg.    28315] 

ZPi  went  on  to  estimate  that  th.. 
duration  of  the  hazard  from  a  landfill  wouKj 
be  many  thousands  of  years."  [pg.  2HJ15| 
And  the  Agency  said,  "The  longer  one 
wishes  to  contain  waste,  the  more  difficult 
the  task  becomes.  Synthetic  liners  and 
caps  will  degrade;  soil  liners  and  caps  may 

erode  and  crack EPA  is  not  aware  of  any 

field  data  showing  successful  long-term 
containment  of  waste  at  facilities  which 
have  not  been  maintained  over  time  "  [PS- 
28324]  •* 

"Ultimately,  waste  reduction  and  re- 
source recovery  probably  provide  the  best 
alternative  to  land  disposal,"  said  the  EPA 
[pg.  28325] ,  though  it  has  never  begun  any 
programs  to  make  this   happen. 
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LEACHATE  PROM  MUNICIPAL  DUMPS 
HAS  SAME  TOXICITY  AS  LEACHATE 
FROM   HAZARDOUS  WASTE   DUMPS 

In  a  new  study,  researchers  at  Texas 
AtM  University  have  compared  leachate 
from  municipal  landfills  with  leachate  from 
hazardous  waste  landfills  and  they  report, 
...There  is  ample  evidence  that  the 
municipal  waste  landfill  leachates  contain 
toxic  chemicals  in  sufficient  concentration 
to  be  potentially  as  harmful  as  leachate 
from  industrial  waste  landfills."  Specifi- 
cally, the  Texas  researchers  compared 
leachate  from  several  municipal  landfills' 
with  leachate  from  the  notorious  Love 
Canal  landfill  (and  other  hazardous  waste 
landfills,  such  as  Kin-Buc  in  Edison,  NJ) 
and  they  found  the  leachates  similar  in 
their  cancer-causing   potential. 

Leachate  is  the  liquid  that  is  produced 
when  rain  falls  on  a  landfill,  sinks  into  the 
wastes,  and  picks  up  chemicals  as  it  seeps 
downward.  Industries  creating  "hazardous 
wastes"  (as  legally  defined  under  federal 
law)  may  not  send  those  wastes  to  munici- 
pal landfills,  but  must  instead  send  them  to 
special   hazardous   waste   landfills. 

When  a  new  municipal  landfill  is 
proposed,  advocates  of  the  project  always 
emphasize  that  "no  hazardous  wastes  will 
enter  this  landfill.  "  The  Texas  study  shows 
that  even  though  municipal  landfills  may 
not  legally  receive  "hazardous"  wastes,  the 
leachate  they  produce  is  as  dangerous  as 
the  leachate  from  hazardous  waste  landfills. 
Dr.  Kirk  Brown  and  Dr.  K.C.  Donnelly 
at  Texas  AtM,  authors  of  the  new  study, 
examined  data  on  the  composition  of 
leachate  from  58  landfills.  The  data  they 
reviewed  showed  113  different  toxic 
chemicals  in  leachate  from  municipal 
landfills  and  72  toxic  chemicals  in  leachate 
from  hazardous  waste  landfills.  The  abun- 
dance of  toxics  in  municipal  landfills  prob- 
ably occurs  because  the  entire  spectrum  of 
consumer  products  ends  up  in  municipal 
landfills,  whereas  hazardous  waste  landfills 
serve  a  limited  number  of  industries  within 
a   region. 

The  actual   source  of  the  toxic  chem- 


icals in  municipal  landfills  is  not  known 
precisely.  Under  federal  law  (RCRA 
Subtitle  C)  each  "small  quantity  generator" 
can  send  up  to  2640  pounds  per  year  of 
legally-hazardous  chemicals  to  municipal 
landfills.  In  1980,  the  EPA  [U.S.  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency]  estimated  that 
500,000  tons  per  year  of  legally-hazardous 
wastes  were  going  to  municipal  dumps  from 
695,000  "small   quantity  generators." 

Illegal  dumping  may  be  another  source; 
illegal  dumping  is  impossible  to  prevent 
entirely  because  someone  bringing  in  a 
truckload  of  wastes  may  hide  a  few  gallons, 
or  a  few  barrels,  of  hazardous  chemicals  in 
the  middle  of  the  truckload.  The  higher 
the  price  of  legal  disposal,  the  more 
incentive  people  have  to  dump  illegally. 
However,  the  most  likely  source -of  most  of 
the  toxic  materials  in  municipal  landfills  is 
legally-disposed  household  products  like 
paint  solvents,  oils,  cleaning  compounds, 
degreasing  compounds,  andpesticides.  "In 
addition,  the  final  depository  of  most  of 
the  products  of  our  modern  industrial 
society  is  the  municipal  waste  landfill 
where  the  paints,  plastics,  and  pharma- 
ceuticals dissolve  and  degrade  in  the  acidic 
anaerobic  [oxygen-free]  environment, 
thereby,  releasing  degradation  products 
which  may  be  even  more  toxic  than  the 
products  from  which  they  originated,"  say 
Brown  and   Donnelly. 

The  findings  of  Brown  and  Donnelly 
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will  com.  as  no  surprise  to  many  re- 
searchers who  hava  known  for  years  that 
municipal  leachata  is  as  toxic  as  the 
laachate  from  industrial  landfills  For 
example,  in  an  article  entitled.  "Application 
of  Hydrogeology  to  the  Selection  of  Refuse 
Disposal  Sites,"  Ronald  A.  Landon  reported 
in  1969  in  the  journal  Ground  Water  Vol  7 
(Nov. -Dec.  1969).  pgs.  9-13,  thatMLeach- 
ata  at  its  source,  that  is  within  the  landfill, 
has  concentrations  and  characteristics  of 
many  industrial  wastes;  and  in  many  in- 
stances would  be  better  treated  as  such  a 
waste."   (pg.   12) 

What  Brown  and  Donnelly  have  contrib- 
uted is  a  quantitative  analysis  of  the 
toxicity  and  the  carcinogenic  potential  of 
leachates  from  the  two  types  of  landfills 
Brown  and  Donnelly  conclude.  "The 
risk  calculations  based  on  suspect  car- 
cinogens... indicate  that  the  estimated 
carcinogenic  potency  for  the  leachate  from 
some  municipal  landfills  may  be  similar  to 
the  carcinogenic  potency  of  the  leachate 
from  the  Love  Canal   landfill." 

In  industrial  landfill  leachate  32 
chemicals  cause  cancer;  10  cause  birth 
defects,  and  21  cause  genetic  damage-  in 
municipal  landfill  leachate,  32  chemicals 
cause  cancer,  13  cause  birth  defects,  and22 
cause  genetic  damage. 

The  new  study,  "An  Estimation  of  the 
Risk  Associated  with  the  Organic  Con- 
stituents of  Hazardous  and  Municipal  Waste 

Landfill  Leachates,  "appears  in  the  journal 

Hazardous  Waste  and  Hazardous  Material/ 
Vol.  5,  No.  1  (Spring.  1988).  pgs.  l-3o' 
Request  a  free  reprint  from  Dr.  Kirk 
Brown,  Soil  and  Crop  Sciences  Department 
Texas  AtM  University,  College  Station  TX 
77843.    Phone   (409)    845-5201. 


WHAT  WE  MUST  DO-PART  3 

BFl:  "WE'VE  GOT  THE  UPPER  HAND" 

fBl.f '«*  r«po:te7."ith  the  Ft.  Lauderdale 
(Fla)  Sun  Sentmej  investigated  the  nation', 

mm  w"-io?  '"  22  ,tatM  in  1987  (««  HWN 
55/fK  *89>'.a"d  "Ported  last  Decem^eT 
that  the  waste. ndustryisjo  aggressive  and 

♦L"  9uTT  *°<  'ar9e  th,t  [t  0fte"  OUtstr.ps 
the  ability  of  government   to  control   it 

The  Sun  Sentinel  team  wrote,  "Officials 
concede  they  often  are  outflanked  by  the 
technical  expertise  the  firm,  can  muster.  as 
well  as  the  complexity  of  affixing  blame  for 
causing   contamination." 
..      "Tn«*e  companies  often    understand 
the  regulations  better  than  the  regulators 
saidStevenW.  Sisk.  an  EPA  [U.S.  Environ- 
mentalProtection  Agency]    investigator. 

John  Baksr,  manager  of  environmental 
programs  forWasteManagement,  the  largest 
U.S.  waste  hauler.  ,ays.  "In  EPA,  every 
two  years  I  m  dealing  with  new  people  The 
agencies  are  a  little  behind  in  the  technical 
expertise,  he  said.  Mr.  Baker  blamed  low 
salaries   for  the  turnover. 

Richard  Oakley,  a  vice  president  of 
Browning-Ferris  Industries  [BFl]  the 
nation  s  second-largest  hauler,  say's  "A 
lot  of  times  when  we  go  for  meetings  with 
them,  _  technically  we've  got  the  upper 
hand. 

Waste  Management  and  BFl  routinely 
claim  that  test  results  showing  they've 
contaminated  groundwater  are  simply  "lab 
error,  not  evidence  of  pollution  .  "Regu- 
lators usually  accept  these  claims  without 
independent  verification,"  the  Sun  Senti- 
nel  reports.  ~ 

[We'll  mail  you  all  25  stories  from  the 
Sun   Sentinel   for  $12.00.] 
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THE  CATCH-22S   OF   LANDFILL  DESIGN 

The  waste  hauling  industry  knows  that 
ail  landfills  will  eventually  leak  because 
their  own  industry  trade  journals  are  now 
telling  the  story.  Waste  Aoe  is  the  main 
magazine  for  the  waste  industry.  The 
editors  of  Waste  Age  are  not  sympathetic 
to  environmental  groups.  For  example,  it 
was  in  Waste  Age's  columns  that  you  may 
have   read, 

"The  NIMBY  [not  in  my  back  yard] 
syndrome  is  a  public  health  problem  of  the 
first  order.  It  is  a  recurring  mental  illness 
that^continues   to   infect  the  public. 

"Organizations  that  intensify  this  illness 
are    like    the   viruses    and   bacteria   which 
have,  over  the  centuries,  caused  epidemics 
such    as    the  plague,    typhoid  fever,   and 
polio. 

....  It  is  time  solid  waste  management 
professionals  stopped  wringing  their  hands 
and  started  a  campaign  to  wipe  out  this 
disease.     CWaste  Aoe.  Mar      IQRfl    PJ    io?  ) 

Clearly  Waste  Aoe  is  no  friend  of  the 
grass  roots  environmental  movement.  Yet  it 
has  been  publishing  articles  that  say  what 
we  ve  been  saying  all  along:  the  security 
and  safety  of  landfills  is  dependent  upon 
the  landfill  cap,  and  the  landfill  cap  is 
inevitably  destroyed   by   natural   forces. 

Waste  Age  has  run  a  series  of  articles 
over  the  past  two  years  saying  why  land- 
fills w.ll  inevitably  leak,  and  suggesting 
that  the  only  solution  to  the  problem  is 
perpetual  maintenance  of  theclosed  landfill. 
Since  humans  have  no  experience  maintain- 
ing anything  in  perpetuity,  perpetual 
maintenance  is  an  untested  and  unproven, 
and,  one  can  only  say,  silly  non-solution. 
If  we  took  it  seriously,  perhaps  we  would 
develop  a  large  army  of  landfill  maintainers 
whose  only  job  in  life  will  be  to  maintain 
the  toxic  garbage  left  behind  by  their 
pa  rents  and  their  parents' parents  and  their 
parents  parents'  parents  and  so  on  for 
generation   after  generation. 

Despite  the  silly  suggestion  that 
perpetual  maintenance  of  landfill  caps  is  a 
way  out  of  our  present  garbage  problem, 
these  articles  contain  much  good  informa- 
tion  about  why   landfills   leak. 


Remember,  a  landfill  is  nothing  more 
than  a  bathtub  in  the  ground  (perhiips,  in 
the  case  of  a  double-lined  landfill,  one 
bathtub  inside  another).  A  bathtub  will 
leak  if  its  bottom  develops  a  hole,  or  it  can 
Simply  fill  up  with  water  (for  example, 
rainfall)  and  leak  over  its  sides.  ■  Either 
way,  a  landfill  can  contaminate  the  local 
environment.  Therefore,  a  "cap"  is  plac»d 
over  the  landfill  when  the  landfill  is  full. 
The  "cap"  is  supposed  to  serve  as  an 
umbrella  to  keep  rain  out,  to  keep  the 
bathtub   from  spilling  over  its    sides. 

Writing  in  Waste  Aoe.  Dr.  David  I. 
Johnson  and  Dr.  Glenn  R.  Dudderar  of  the 
Michigan  State  University  Department  of 
Fisheries   and  Wildlife,    have  argued. 

"There  is  evidence  that  the  engineered 
integrity  of  a  cap  will  not  be  maintained 
over  the  landfill's  extended  life."  (This  is 
somewhat  fancy  language  for  "All  landfills 
will  eventually  leak.") 

Johnson  and  Dudderar  go  on  to  say, 
"Regulations  may  require  bonding  for  five 
to  20  years.  Yet  from  a  biological  and 
geophysical  point  of  view  this  time  period 
is  a  totally  inadequate  maintenance 
requirement."  (Translation:  It  may  take 
nature  more  than  20  years  to  destroy  a 
landfill  cap,  but  nature  has  all  the  time  in 
the  world,  so  you'd  better  be  prepared  to 
maintain  a  landfill  for  the  long  haul-- 
fo  rever. ) 

Catch  22  «1:  A  landfill  cap  is  intended 
to  bt  'mpermeable--to  keep  water  out. 
This  means  water  is  supposed  to  run  off 
the  surface.  But  this,  in  turn .  invites  soil 
erosion  .  "But  in  the  runoff  process,  cap  soil 
will  be  carried  with  the  runoff,  causing 
sheet  and  rill  erosion  and.  ultimately, 
gullying  of  the  cap."  When  you  get  gullies 
in   the  cap,    it's   all  over. 

Other  physical  forces  working  con- 
stantly to  destroy  a  landfill  cap  are  f reeze- 
thaw  and  wet-dry  cycles.  Soil  shrinkage 
during  dry  weather  can  cause  cracks.  Rain 
penetrates  the  cracks.  In  winter,  rain 
freezes  to  ice  and  expands,  widening  the 
cracks.  And  so  on,  year  in,  year  out, 
century  after  century .  The  cracks  not  only 
let  in  water,  they  also  provide  pathways  for 
plant  roots  and  for  burrowing  animals. 
Catch  22  02:  To  minimize  soil  erosion. 
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and  to  minimize  changes  due  to  wet-dry 
cycles,  you  need  to  establish  vegetation  on 
the  cap.  However,  plants  maintain  their 
physical  stability,  and  they  gather  water 
and  nutrients,  through  roots,  which  can 
penetrate  a  landfill  cap,  destroying  the 
cap's  integrity.  Furthermore,  plants  pro- 
vide cover  (and  food)  for  burrowing  ani- 
mals, which  then  burrow  into  the  cap, 
destroying   it. 

A    study  of  a   solid   radioactive  waste 
landfill    reveals    that    mice,     shrews,    and 
pocket  gophers  can  move  10, 688  pounds  (5.3 
tons)   of  soil   to  the  surface  per  acre  per 
year.        "Similar    activity    would    have    a 
dramatic  impact  on  landfill  cap  integrity." 
Johnson  and  Dudderarobserve.  Burrowing 
animals   of    concern    include   woodchucks, 
badgers,   muskrats,  moles,  ground  squir- 
chipmunks,     gophers,     prairfe~dogs    and' 
badgers.      Clay  presents   little  barrier  to  - 
such  animals;  "synthetic  liners,  measured 
in   mils    [of  thickness],    are   not  likely   to 
impede  these  same  mammals,"  Johnson  and 
Dudderar  observe.   Non-mammals  are  also  a 
problem:   crayfish,  tortoises,  mole  sala- 
manders, and  "a  variety  of  worms,  insects 
and  other  invertebrates"  can  make  holes  in 
a  landfill  cap. 

Earthworms  alone  can  have  a  devasta- 
ting impact  on  a  landfill  cap.  Earthworms 
pass  two  to  15  tons  of  soil  through  their 
digestive  tracts  per  acre  per  year.  "The 
holes  left  as  they  move  through  the  soil  to 
feed  increase  water  infiltration,"  Johnson 
andDudderar  comment.  They  give  evidence 
that  worm  channels  allowed  plant  roots  to 
grow  to  a  depth  of  nine  feet  in  Nebraska 
clay   soils. 

In  a^section  called  "The  fundamental 
dilemma,"  Johnson  and  Dudderar  sum  up: 

"At  this  point  you  nay  well  say:  'If  we 


plant,  we're  encouraging  plant  and  animal 
penetration  of  the  clay  cap.  If  we  don  t 
plant,  we  get  erosion  or  freeze-thaw 
destruction  of  the  cap.'  •  ., 

"Unfortunately,  that  is  one  of  the 
fundamental  dilemmas,  left  us  by  the  normal 
processes  of  change  in  the  natural  -world, 
be  they  the  progressive  conversion  of  a 
grassy  field  to  a  forest  or  the  utilization -of 
cracks  in  concrete  sidewalks  bv  ants  and 
dandelions. 

"This  same  successional  development 
process,  so  intensively  studied  in  the 
ecological  literature,  will  detrimentally 
affect  long-term  landfill  integrity."  So 
there  you  have  it,  right  from  the  pages  of 
Waste  Age:  the  forces  of  nature,  left  to 
themselves,  will  destroy  landfill  caps,  the 
key  clement  intended  to  prevent  landfills 
from  leaking."*"       -  -  ~T 

What  hope  is  there?     Perpetual   care 
A   perfectly    silly    idea.      What    reasonable^ 
hope    is    there?       None    whatsoever.        All 
landfills  will  eventually  leak.     Happy  new 
year.  / 

For  further  information,  see:  David  I. 
Johnson.  "Caps:  The  Long  Haul,"  Waste  Age 
March.  J 986.  pgs.  83-89:  David  I .  Johnson, 
'Capping Future  Costs."  Waste  Age  August . 
1986.  pgs.  77-86;  David  I.  Johnson  and 
Clenn  R.  Dudderar.  "Can  Burrowing  Ani- 
mals Cause  Groundwater  Contamination?" 
Waste  Age  March  1988,  pgs.  108-111;  see 
also  David  t.  Johnson  and  Clenn  R.  Dud- 
derar, "Designing  and  Maintaining  Landfill 
Caps  for  the  Long'  Haul."  Journal  of 
Resource  Management  and  Technology .  Vol . 
16  (April.  1988).  pgs.  34-40.  Dr.  Johnson 
[phone  517/ 3 53- 1997]  and  Dr.  Dudderar 
[phone  517/353-1990}  are  with  Department 
of  Fisheries  and  Wildlife.  Michigan  State 
University.    £ast  Lansing.   Ml   '13821. 
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ANALYZING  WHY  ALL  LANDFILLS   LEAK 

The  U.S.  Environmental  Proteetinn 
Agency  (EPA)  has  paid  far  .  „2?3 
engineering   studies   to  find  out  the  best 

knlt0   r^  "    ,andfi"-      T"eV  w-nteS  to 
know    what    was    the    "best    demonstrated 
'andfil ;  tech"o,09v"   (BOAT)  for  mak  ng 
landf.lls.        These    studies     reach    some 
surprising  conclusions, 
ts.  landfills  are  bathtubs  in  the  ground; 
the  bottom  of  the  bathtub  is  called  a  liner 
•  nd  it  can  be  made  of  compacted  clay  soil, 
or    It    can    be    made    of    ,    huge    sheet    of 
plastic  underlain  by  ordinary  soil,  or  it  can 
be  a   huge  sheet  of  plastic  underlain  by" 
'ahy'r'f  "^Pacted  soil  (usually  clay  soil) 
LmoactS  COmY'n'tion'    P'"«c   liner  and 

HnTr  "    ?1    S°"'     "     Ca"ed    a    "composite 
n.p        (A  composite  liner  i,  not  a  double 

LTS ;.  I  ,s  a  I,n9le  liner  m»d~uP  of  two 

«rui create  a  doubie  iiner-  y°«  woUid 

sep,r?tLTPO$,,te  SOil  liners  together, 
separated  by,   |,yer  of  „nd  * 

S^«fr"Srdd  "0t  "amine  the9 second 
type  of  liner  (plastic  sheet  „„  ordj  »™ 

becauseordinary  soil  provides  poor  support 

weio'ht' 'U%  ^^  Carryi"9  —V  tons  o7 
weight,  so  they  restricted  their  analysis  to 
compacted  day  ,iners  vs.  composite  Es 

were  th.  K  T'"*^  t0  k"°W  Wnich  ""-n 
were   the   best  ones    available:    compacted 

ZlVLl'-nm7r  °r  comP°sit*  •««!  liners?  So 
ei  lWTie"  Cof  Boyton,  Florida) 
dull  L.7'  I  *  resu,tin9  *tudy  makes 
dull  reading  because  it  is  filled  with 
technical  details     hut  m«  , 

*,.  ■  ?•  UBia"*'  Dut  the  conclusions  are 
fascinating.    */,  //„,„         form  « 

anyone  suspected. 
Clay   liners 
Geoservices  didn't  have  much  good  to 

thro"  rtr'ay  liners-  The  f,°"  of  liquids 
though  a  liner  (the  liner's  permeability)  is 
measured  in  centimeters  per  second  (cm/! 
The  EPA  s  current  requirement  for  a  liner 
tor  a  hazardous  waste  landfill  is  that  it 
pass  liquids  through  it  no  faster  than  10*7 
cm/s  (read  ten  to  the  minus  seven  centi- 
meters per  second,  or  one  ten  millionth  of 
a  centimeter  per  second) .  However,  based 
on   actual   experience   in   the  field.    Geoser 


vices  concludes  that  this  ideal  permeability 
is  often  not  achieved  for  a  variety  of 
reasons.  (See  Pgs.  3-3  through  3-8;  case 
stud,,,  of  clay  liners  appear  in  Appendix 
A.  J  Therefore,  they  assume  that  the  actual 

W-TSnoSf  ,n/thVeal  W0Hd  '''"  between 
10  'andIC »  •em/s.  Geoservices  concludes. 

that"      tYh  OStSi9n,'f,Cantobserv»tionis 

li„.„     £luCOmPaCt^     [C'8^     S0il     bottom 

.ners    leakage  out  of  the  [landfill]  will  be 

large  Of  there  is  leakage  through  the  top 

r.„ wi'1  *  '"  f,andfi,ls]  meeting  cur- 
rent EPA  design  requirements"  including 
permeab,  ity  of  10*?  cm/,  (pg.  3-18).     By 

Jjli1"9"  M,  •?*.'  Geo"rvi"s  m«n*  90 
gallons  of  fluid  leaking  through  each  acre 

f ™m  ??n  °r  9,°°  J?/"0"*  Per  daV  '"king 
from   i  10-acre  landfill.    Their  calculation! 

2°rhl*S  Vth,.3  iOCheS  °f  Water  st»"ding 
on  the  bottom  liner,   it  will  take  15  years 

far  leakage  to  break  through  a  3-foot-thick 
compacted  clay  bottom,  liner,  but  once 
breakthrough  has  occurred,  90  gallons  per 
acre  per  day  will  Pa„  through  the  liner 
continuously  thereafter.  (Seepg.  3-16,  and 
Table  3-3  on  pg.  3-40.)  It  won't  take  very 
long  to  contaminate  a  large  drinking  water 
supply  .f  you  pour  90  to  900  gallons  of 
toxics  into  it  day  after  day,  year  after 
year  Thus  Geoservices  has  shown  that 
clay  liners  are  an  environmental  disaster 
Composite  liners 

Geoservices    reports    that    all    plastic 
mers     (also    called    Flexible    Membrane 
Liners,  or  FMLs)  always  have  some  leaks. 
A  common  misconception  regarding  FMLs  is 
that  they  are  impermeable,  that  is.  no  fluid 
will  pass  through  an  intact  FML.    However 
it  is  important  to  realize  that  all  materials 
used    as     liners     are    at    least    slightly 
permeable  to  liquids  or  gases  and  a  certain 
amount  of  permeation  through  liners  should 
be  expected.      Additional   leakage   results 
from  defects    such   as   cracks,    holes     and 
faulty  seams."    (pg.   4-2) 

-  .  [WLs_  often  develop  defects  called 
pinholes  during  manufacture;  these  re- 
sult from  thin  places  ("fish  eyes"),  bubbles 
foreign  material,  or  lumps  of  carbon  in  the 
raw  molten  plastic  from  which  the  FML  is 
rolled  ("calendered")  into  sheets.  Further- 
more, when  a  large  landfill  liner  is  created 
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typical  »„  defect  SS      Th.X,k at  °" 

.owing  "t.„t3tiv.dc,:nSc.Utshioyni1-Tn  averag'. 
expect  thP6r  3°   '"«   °f  »«"«"?: 

party   com^g    ,7ong    b7h-^  ^Tf  '  third 
equipment   to   ch«k    th.   ,w     W  SPed" 

*eams).   Even  with  ~Jw     >*'W™Y  of  the 
"an  avera «"  7       9  ,  d  qua,,tY  assurance, 
an   average  of  one  leak  per   1000  f..»     i 

Based  on  actual  rf3».  ,-  ,u""- 
concludes  that  a  "st.ndard- V*.  *°!f  P^" 
an  FML  ha,  an  area  of  on^'"0 '"kin 
"meter  CI/16  of  VV-u.rJ^J,?*^  ""- 
the  "standard"  Cav.r.«-V!  fh)  ""d  that 
per    acre         ThV-  eri,°nehol« 

'standard"  hdTffi.  EiVnd.r?"    S* 

case,  not  the  worsj  c ,7.  ^  th«  beJt 
flaws.  Poor  const°rPuScti:n"rahcet7ce  .??£ 
quality  assurance  would   result  in T,P 


out   how   much   fluid   win    _.„„    .. 
composite    liner    unS.r   th*  k     throu9h    a 
condition,  and  „K£ V,,  ,dJTrkP0"ibie 
optimistic)  condition,     Thl  (but  st'" 

B-41)  thatth.-b.ftw"   Theycon='"deCpg. 
technologyABDrT)r0nStratedavai,^e 

between  0.02  and  1  O  «»n         '  son,**here 

day-  "..T.bV.V/lSS^'B^TTh^ 
they  conclude  that  a   10  „     °,31-J    Thus 

have  a  leak  r,t. somel^'lV?*™'  *«« 
and  10  gallon,  per  day  L  h  fbe^een  0.2 
3650   gallons    of    n£?'£  *«  ™  ?3  ")« 

years,  ,ucn  a  |andfi„  w,,,  jMyM   ;    over    10 

of  730  to  36.500  gtlirift^V"^ 
'Sthe    best  demonstrated  avaiI,M    V    u  th,s 

W.  —li     i        e1armk,n9  water  resource 
we  will  also  show  that  th»  r-     source- 

study  is  unduly  optimistic  be"V,C" 
say  themselves  (L  K  'J*"*'  "  thev 
FMLs  swell  wh.„  plfci  in  ^Vi?"0' 
chemical,.  A,  a  result  th i"  With 
between  polymeric  ch,ins  incf  d',tanCe 
permeability  increase,  Th.r"Ses  and 
can  have  .VpTrSbi^"^^  «  ™L 
!.^.P^e»bmty  for  some  chemiecals   " 

/r»°,7f  °      *•£"«.   4pr,7,    75fl7.      Order 
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THE  BEST  LANDFILL  LINER:    HDPE 

The  very  best  landfill  liners  today  are 
made  of  a  tough  plastic  film  called  high 
density  polyethylene  (HDPE).  HDPE  has 
only  been  in  use  in  this  country  for  this 
purpose  since  the  early  1980s,  so  we  have 
little  actual  experience  to  go  on .  However, 
landfill  designers  assure  us  that  HDPE 
resists    attack  by   nearly  all   chemicals. 

Resistance  to  chemical  attack  is 
important  because  the  theory  of  landfill 
design  says  that  the  landfill  liner  must 
maintain  its  integrity  for  the  duration  of 
the  hazard  it  is  supposed  to  contain.  If 
the  garbage  in  the  landfill  will  remain  toxic 
for  thousands  of  years,  the  landfill  liner 
must  maintain  its  integrity  for  thousands  of 
years;  if  the  liner  fails  before  the  hazard 
has  gone  away,  the  failed  liner  will  allow 
the  hazard  to  escape,  and  we  will  have 
simply  passed  today's  problem  onto  our 
children   and  grandchildren. 

There  are  other  plastic  liners  besides 
HDPE  in  use  today,  and  we  will  discuss 
their  characteristics  in  future  issues  of 
RHWN.  But  HDPE  is  the  liner  of  choice,  if 
you   can   afford   it,    so   let's   start  there. 

When  we  looked  up  HDPE  in  a  standard 
reference  source  (the  Kirk-Othmer  En- 
cyclopedia of  Chemical  Technology.  3rd 
edition),  we  learned  that  HDPE  "is  not 
attacked  by  most  inorganic  chemicals  and  is 
insoluble  in  most  organic  solvents  at  room 
temperature.  In  a  study  of  linear  polyeth- 
ylenes,  only  14  of  270  chemicals  and 
materials  were  rated  as  capable  of  causing, 
upon  prolonged  exposure  at  room  tempera- 
ture, softening,  embrittlement,  or  a 
significant  loss  of  strength."  The  study 
cited  by  Kirk-Othmer  was  conducted  by  the 
Phillips  Petroleum  Company  in  Bartlesville, 
OK,  so  we  phoned  Phillips  to  learn  more. 
Phillips  has  been  in  the  plastic  business 
for  30  years,  and  they  are  proud  of  their 
HDPE  product.  They  sent  us  a  very 
informative  booklet  describing  the  chemical 
properties  of  HDPE.  The  booklet  described 
the  use  of  HDPE  for  packaging.  Thus  the 
information  is  very  relevent,  becausethat's 
what  a   landfill  liner  is:    a  huge  plastic 


w 


baggie  for  packaging  wastes;  like  a  plastic 
bottle  or  drum,  a  landfill  liner  is  intended 
to  contain  wastes,  to  prevent  them  from 
escaping.  The  booklet  gave  us  confidence 
that  Phillips  has  done  its  homework,  but  it 
did  not  give  us  confidence  in  HDPE  as  a 
landfill   liner. 

According  to  Phillips,  there  are  many 
household  chemicals  that  will  degrade 
HDPE,  permeating  it  (passing  through  it) , 
making  it  lose  its  strength,  softening  it,  or 
making  it  become  brittle  and  crack.  If 
you've  ever  held  a  thick  (100  mil,  or  1/10 
of  an  inch)  piece  of  HDPE  landfill  liner  in 
your  hand,  you  know  it's  about  as  stiff  as 
a  linoleum  tile.  If  chemicals  make  it  even 
stiffer  and  it  cracks  under  the  massive 
weight  of  the  garbage  heaped  above  it, 
that's  all  she  wrote  for  the  safety  of  the 
local   environment. 

In  addition  to  many  individual  chemicals 
(mentioned  below),  Phillips  lists  two  major 
classes  of  chemicals  that  are  not  compatible 
with  HDPE:  aromatic  hydrocarbons,  and 
haiogenated  hydrocarbons.  The  basic 
aromatic  hydrocarbon  is  benzene  (a  major 
component  of  gasoline);  others  are  toluene 
(also  called  methylbenzene) ,  and  the  th  ree 
xylenes  (o-,  m-  and  p-xylene).  Others 
include  naphthalene  (moth  balls),  and  p- 
dichlorobenzene  (also  moth  balls).  These 
aromatic  hydrocarbons  "permeate  excess- 
ively and  cause  package  deformation,"  says 
Phillips. 

Another  class  of  compounds  incom- 
patible with  HDPE  is  haiogenated  hydrocar- 
bons. The  most  familiar  names  here  are 
carbon  tetrachloride,  chloroform,  DDT, 
aldrin,  dTWrieija^Jmdane,  2.4-D,  2,4,5-T, 
trichloroethyiene,  trichloroethane,  per- 
chloroethylene,  and  so  forth.  The  full  list 
is  very  long  and  growing  all  the  time  as 
chemists  find  new  ways  to  attach  chlorine, 
fluorine,  bromine  and  iodine  atoms  to 
carbon   and   hydrogen. 

The  Phillipj  booklet  lists  many  in- 
dividual household  chemicals  as  incompat- 
ible with    HDPE. 

Appendix  1  of  the  Phillips  booklet  lists 
the  following  chemicals  under  the  heading 
"can  cause  stress  cracks"   in   HDPE: 

Acids:  acetic  acid  (1%  to  10%  solution) ; 
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Foods  t  food  products:  cider,  lard, 
margarme.  vim-gar,  vanilla  extract. 
«=*!  "^."^'dte'letrie,  and  pharmaceuti- 
cal products:  detergents  (standard);  de- 
tergent, (heavy  duty);  dry  cleaner,;' hair 
oil,  ha.r  fhampoo.  hajp  waye  ,otio         hjn<J 

creams;  iodine  (tincture)  Cembrittlement 

nil*  °CCn  V^,  pro,on9«d  exposure"); 
lighter  fluid;  nail  polish;  shaving  lotion 
»hoe  polish  (liquid);  shoe  polish  (paste)- 
*°1P;  w™  "'^W  »nd  paste);  amyl  alcohol 
r-  LC""bon  tetra="'oride;  ehlorobenzene 
I  softening  and  part  deformation  will 
occur  );  chloroform  ("softening  and  part 
deformation  will  occu r" );  cyclohexanol;  eth- 
yl alcohol  (also  known  as  booze);  methyl 
acoho  (a  component  of  shellac);  propyl 
alcohol.  r 

Oils:  castor;  min— »!■  ^«««.r_;„f. 
vegetable;   pine.  '  

Industrial  chemicals:  amyl  alcohol  100%; 
chlorobenzene;  chloroform;  cyclohexanol; 
•leahol  ^thyl    alcohol;     propyl 

So  much  for  stress  cracks.  What  about 
common     chemicals     that    can     permeate 

«„°Uf  H5PE?  PhU,ipf  "V«  "P^eation  i, 
considered  a  physical  migration  of  a 
product    through    the    container   walls  " 

5llPSt.,,.th?  W'"  permMte  •  P'»tic  film 
will  often  also  physically  damage  it. 
Appendix  I  of  the  Philip,  booklet  lists  the 

fn  «rm9^hemifa'S  (9ivi"9  the  P«™e«tion 
in  parentheses): 

B"°^$e^old  t«>"etries  and  pharmaceutical 
products:  l.ghterfluic  ("high") ;  nail  polish 

ft-  k-i  ?"r  yMr  );  shoe  poli,h  Ciou'd) 
I    high i   );  turpentine  ("8. 5%los» per  year") 

Industrial  chemicals:   acetone  ("3.4%     . 
•os«  per  year");  amyl  acetate  ("4%  loss  ptr 
year   );    amyl   chloride    ("high");    h»n»ne 


I    nlgn    ;;    caroorwetracfllondef  "80%  |oa. 

i£YZA    ^  Ct,]°f^«"7?""«  ("hi9h;  soften: 
ing    and    part    deformation    will    occur") 

riS'0.^ c  hi9h"2;  ethy,ene  ch,°^« 

I   high    softening  and  part  deformation  wil 

•often.™9"0",.' rhi9h">;  tfljuenej-high, 
softenmg,   swelling     and  part  deformation 

To    .„  ^   ,?.riey°i2«thyJ«f^    ("high; 

softening,    swellmg,    and  pan:  deform.- 
tion  will  occur   ). 

fhlS'A'     !rtn9r-t.("*,i9h">;     Peppermint 
I   high   );    pme   (   high "). 

*u     S°umLUrfh     fop    chemicals     that    pass 
through  HOPE,    weakening  it  as  they  go 

the  fa!!!!        *  L'  °f  the  Phil,ips  booklet  lilts 
the  following  chemicals  as  "unsatisfactory" 

1C'U':9     *°me  »»>ck"  on  HOPE  at  room 

temperature:  brom.ne  liquid;  butyl  acetate 

chlonne  l.qu.d;    chlorosulfomc  acid   100%' 


iPftL 

r  CtOi 


-one;  ethj^cl.lonkle;  m«ih> 


M  inn!''  m.ettLyl  bpom'd'e--  methylene7hTo7- 
ide  100%;  nitrobenzene  100%;  oleum  concen- 
trated; petroleum  ether;  t.tralin;  tetrahy- 
drofuran;    xylene. 

■  So  long  as  your  municipality1,  garbage 
contain,  none  of  the  item,  listed  above 
la««uming  the  information  from  Phillip,  i, 
complete).  HDPE  will  perhap,  do  a  good  job 
foryau.  However,  if  your  garbage  i,  free 
of  the,e  items,  you  r.  probably  from  an- 
other  planet    anyway    and    therefore    you 

won.*  ,n"d  to  relV  °n  America',  best 
available  landfill  liner,  for  solving  your 
resource  management  problems 

GetMarlex  Poly>thYu».  TIB  2  Packag- 
ing Property  free  from:  Mrs.   France,  I 
Campbell,  Pla,tic,  Technical  Center.  Plas- 
tic, Division,  Phillips  66  Comoany.  Bartles- 
ville.    OK    74004.     Phone    (918)    661-6600 
Additional   technical   information   available 
from:  Phillips  66  C-rnpany,  P.O.  Box  792 
Pasadsns,  TX  77 Jj.,  phor.e  1-300-231 -1272 
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LEACHATE  COLLECTION  SYSTEMS- 
THE  ACHILLES'  HEEL  OF  LANDFILLS 

A  landfill  is  a  bathtub  in  the  ground, 
and  a  bathtub  can  leak  two  ways:  it  can 
leak  through  a  hole  in  the  bottom  (failure 
of  its  bottom  liner),  or  it  can  fill  up  with 
fluid  and  spill  over  its  sides.  Either  way, 
it's  bad  news.  The  basic  problem  is  the 
f  uid.  If  a  landfill  begins  to  fill  up  with 
fluid,  the  weight  of  the  fluid  puts  pressure 
on  the  bottom  of  the  landfill,  increasing 
the  likelihood  of  bottom  liner  failure,  so 
any  fluid  inside  a  landfill  is  a  potential 
source  of  trouble. 

To  prevent  fluid  from  causing 
problems,  every  modern  landfill  has  a 
system  for  draining  liquids  out  of  the 
landfill.  This  is  called  a  leachate  collection 
system.  What  is  Ieachate7  Think  of  a 
landfill  as  being  like  a  drip  coffee  maker. 
The  dry  coffee  is  the  garbage,  the  water 
you  pour  in  the  top  is  rainwater,  and  the 
dark,  brewed  coffee  dripping  out  the  bottom 
is  leachate.  You  might  want  to  drink 
coffee,  but  you  definitely  do  not  want  to 
drink  leachate:  it  has  many  toxic  and 
dangerous  characteristics.  It 'is  badly 
polluted  with   chemicals   and  with  micro- 


organisms (bacteria  and  viruses)  thatwouid 
make  you  sick. 

The  picture  below  represents  a  closed 
landfill;  the  heavy  dark  line  represents  the 
plastic  baggie  (bottom  liner  and  top  cover) 
that  is  supposed  to  keep  leachate  from  en- 
tering the  environment.  The  round  circles 
between  the  two  bottom  liners  represent 
collection  pipes  which  have  many  holes 
drilled  along  their  length  (making  these 
pipes  resemble  a  swiss  cheese);  they  are 
supposed  to  collect  any  leachate  that  flows 
to  the  bottom  of  the  landfill.  In  theory, 
these  pipes  carry  off  the  leachate  to  a 
wastewater  treatment  plant,  where  the 
leachate  is  processed  to  remove  the  toxic 
chemicals.  (At  the  wastewater  treatment 
plant,  some  of  the  chemicals  are  released 
into  the  air,  and  the  remaining  ones  are 
collected  [they're  now  in  a  mud-like  sludge] 
and  they  are  sent  to  another  landfill 
somewhere.) 

One  of  the  least-studied  aspects  of 
landfill  design  is  how  to  make  a  leachate 
collection  system  that  will  work  for  many 
decades  (much  lass  many  hundreds  of 
years).  The  fact  is,  leachate  collection 
systems  can  clog  up  in  less  than  a  decade 
and,  when  that  happens,  fluids  begin  to 
build  up  inside  the  iandfil! — a  dangerous 
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situation,    as  we  have   noted  above. 

Leachate  collection  systems  fail  in 
several  known  ways.  First,  they  can  clog 
up  from  silt  or  mud.  Second,  they  can  clog 
up  because  of  the  growth  of  microorganisms 
in  the  pipes.  Third,  they  can  clog  because 
of  a  chemical  reaction  leading  to  the 
precipitation  of  minerals  in  the  pipes; 
anyone  who  has  boiled  a  pot  of  "hard" 
water  and  seen  the  whitish  crusty  residue 
in  the  bottom  of  the  pot  knows  what  "pre- 
cipitated chemicals"  look  like.  Fourth,  the 
pipes  themselves  can  be  weakened  by  chem- 
ical attack  (acids,  solvents,  oxidizing 
agents,  or  corrosion)  and  may  then  be 
crushed  by  the  tons  of  garbage  piled  above 
them. 

The  book.  Avoiding  Failure  of  Leachate 
Collection  and  Cap  Drsir.agg  Systems,  by. 
Jeffrey  Bass,  discusses  these  four  failure 
mechanisms.  The  first  problem  (silt)  can 
sometimes  be  avoided,  or  at  least  reduced, 
by  installing  a  "filter  layer"  above  the 
leachate  collection  system.  The  filter  layer 
may  be  made  up  of  gravel  or  of  a  rug-like 
plastic  material  called  "geotextile."  Since 
the  oldest  leachate  collection  systems  date 
from  the  early  1970s,  humans  have  very 
little  experience  with  the  long-term 
performance  of  leachate  collection  systems . 
The  hope  is  that  a  "filter  layer"  will  solve 
the  silt-clogging  problem,  but  after  many 
decades  the  entire  filter  layer  itself  may 
clog.     Only  time  will  tell. 

The  growth  of  microorganisms  seems 
to  be  an  uncontrollable  problem.  The 
conditions  for  growth  of  jlime-forming 
microorganisms  are  not  well  understood. 
Even  if  they  were  understood,  we  could  not  ' 
control  chemical  and  physical  conditions 
(temperature,  pH,  etc.)  at  the  bottom  of  a 


landfill  because  of  the  thousand*  of  tons  of 
wastes   heaped   up   in  the  landfill. 

The  problem  of  chemical,  precipitation 
also  appears  to-be  uncontrollable.  ->  The 
chemical  conditions  that  lead  to  precipita- 
tion may  be  knowable,  but  again  -  the 
conditions  in  the  leachate  collection  system 
cannot  be  controlled  because  the  system  is 
not  accessible  once  wastes  have  begun  to 
be  dumped   into  the  landfill. 

The  last  problem-chemical  attack  on 
the   leachate   collection    pipes,    leading   to 
destruction  of  the  pipes  themselves,   also 
appears  to  be  an  unsolvable  problem     Mr 
Bass  suggests,  in  best  ivory  tower  fashion 
that  the  way  to  control  chemical  attack  on 
the    pipes     is    to    select    pipes    that    are 
resistant  to  the  chemicals   that  you   know 
wil!  make  their  way  into  the  landfill.      In 
principal,  this  is  a  good  idea.     But  in  the 
real  world,  how  do  you  know  what's  going 
to   be   put    into    your   landfill    next   week? 
Next  year?    With  1000  brand  new  chemicals 
being  put  into  commercial  use  each  year 
over  the  next  10  years,   today's  leachate 
collection  pipes  may  come  into  contact  with 
10,000  new  chemicals  that  don't  even  exist 
today.    Any  of  those  chemicals  may  attack 
the  pipes.     In  addition,  chemicals  mixing 
together  inside   a  landfill   will   create  new 
chemical   combinations   that  may   produce 
heat  or  may  otherwise  attack   the  pipes. 
Mr.  Bass's  book  is  misnamed  because  it 
seems    to    suggest    that    the    failure    of 
leachate  collection  systems  can  be  avoided. 
If   such    failures    were   to    be    avoided,    it 
would  be  by  dumb  luck,  not  by  engineering 
design.      Only  a  fool  trusts   dumb   luck. 

Mr.  Bass's  book  is  overpriced  at  S36 .  00 
from:  Noyes  Data  Corporation.  Mill  Road. 
Park  Ridge.  NJ  07656.    No  phone    orders. 
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Federal  Bureau  of  Land  Mangement 

P.O.  Box  2000 

North  Palm  Springs,   92258-2000 


July  25,  1991 

Department  of  Land  Management: 

1  am  very  worried  about  the  pollution  that  the  propose  dump 
site  at  Eagle  Mountain.   If  the  wind  will  blow  the  air  pollution 
over  the  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument,  it  will  most  certainly 
also  blow  into  the  coachella  Valley.   We  have  enough  air 
pollution  coming  in  from  Riverside  and  San  Bernardino  without 
also  have  it  coming  from  Eagle  Mountain. 


Please  oppose  the  dump  site. 


u 


L&L 


Elisa  Aguirre 
P0  Box  768 
Indio,  CA  92201 


V. 
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EMILY  DP.  NELSON,  D.ENV. 
Health  and  Environmental  Risk  Consultant 


P.  O.  Box  370: 

Palm  Desert,  CA    9226 A 

(619)  568-647" 


September  17,  1991 


Russell  L.  Kaldenberg,  Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  R.A. 

63-500  Garnet  Ave. 

P.O.  Box  2000 

N.    Palm  Springs,    CA  92258-2000 


Re: 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  Environmental 
Impact  Report  for  the  Proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 
Pro j  ect 


: 


Dear  Mr.  Kaldenberg, 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  above  referenced 
documents.   The  following  comments  primarily  refer  to  the 
air  quality  impacts  discussed  in  Appendix  E  of  volume  II. 

Based  on  the  concerns  listed  in  this  letter,  this  EIS/EIR  is 
inadequate.   It  incompletely  characterizes  the  potential  air 
quality  impacts  and  available  mitigation  measures  for  this 
proposed  project.   Listed  below  are  items  which  have  not 
been  adequately  addressed. 

Air  Quality  Impacts 

The  EIS/EIR  states  that  there  will  be  degradation  of  air 
quality  due  to  increased  emissions  in  both  the  South  Coast 
Air  Basin  and  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  due  to  increased 
emissions  from  motor  vehicles,  including  train  locomotives, 
trucks  and  off-highway  heavy  equipment. 

waste  will  be  transported  to  the  site  at  a  maximum  of  20,000 
tons  per  day.   If  the  proposal  is  modified  to  reduce  or 
eliminate  lonq  range  use  of  trucks,  then  the  air  quality 
impact  of  six  as  compared  to  five  trains  per  day  should  be 
assessed  as  an  additional  train  is  substituted  for  the 
trucks.   Emissions  data  presented  in  Table  21  of  Appendix  E 
represents  operation  of  only  4.7  trains  making  the  round 
trip.   In  addition,  Tables  21  and  22  are  not  sufficient  to 
evaluate  relative  impacts  of  truck  versus  train  emissions. 
The  EIS/EIR  must  be  revised  to  show  the  total  air  quality 
impact  of  a  revised  proposal. 

There  is  a  potential  for  this  project  to  reduce  emissions 
from  transportation  of  waste  by  trucks  in  the  South  Coast 
Air  Basin  while  adversely  impacting  the  Coachella  Valley's 
air  quality.   A  regional  modeling  effort  should  be  conducted 
to  assess  the  total  increase  and  reduction  of  emissions  and 
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analyze  the  project's  regional  air  quality  impact. 
Coachella  Valley  Association  of  Governments'  Executive 
Committee  has  stated  in  past  discussions  of  the  Air  Quality 
Management  Plan  that  air  quality  in  the  Los  Angeles  area 
should  not  be  improved  at  the  expense  of  Coachella  Valley's 
air  quality. 
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PM  10 

Although  the  project  site  is  outside  the  Coachella  Valley, 
transportation  of  waste  and  MRF  activity  will  effect  PM10 
levels  in  the  valley.   The  Coachella  Valley  is  currently  a 
non-attainment  area  for  PM10  health  based  standards 
established  by  EPA.   All  measures  of  the  State 
Implementation  Plan  for  PM10  in  the  Coachella  Valley  should 
be  required  as  mitigation  of  both  site  and  transportation 
impacts . 

Emission  Offsets 

Although  the  South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District 
requires  the  project  proponent  to  procure  emission  offsets 
which  will  demonstrate  net  air  quality  benefits,  these  will 
only  address  emissions  from  landfill  activities.   Emissions 
from  transporting  waste  should  also  be  offset.   If  the 
proposal  is  revised  to  haul  up  to  20,000  tons  per  day  by 
train  only,  then  over  13,000  pounds  per  day  of  nitrogen 
oxide  emissions  as  well  as  thousands  of  pounds  of  CO,  PM10, 
VOC  and  S02  should  be  offset. 

Mitigation  Measures  to  Reduce  Emissions 

Appendix  E  of  the  EIS/EIR  inadequately  discusses  alternative 
fuels,  electrification  and  retrofit  technologies  as 
mitigation  of  the  transportation  and  project  equipment 
emissions.   The  mitigation  measures  are  mentioned  without 
quantifying  the  potential  air  quality  improvement.   The 
disadvantage  of  additional  cost  is  not  relevant  to  a  full 
disclosure  of  environmental  impacts.   Each  of  these  feasible 
technologies  and  equipment  should  be  presented  through  an 
independent,  unbiased  analysis  so  that  the  lead  agencies  are 
able  to  choose  the  appropriate  technological  alternative. 

Electrification  of  the  Southern  Pacific  main  line  as  well  as 
the  Eagle  Mountain  Railway  line  should  be  analyzed  for 
potential  emissions  reductions.   It  has  been  estimated  that 
use  of  electrification  can  reduce  air  emissions  by  90-95% 
compared  to  the  proposed  diesel  fuel  use.   Again,  the  South 
Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District  may  not  have  permit 
authority  to  ensure  a  timely  implementation  of  the  best 
available  mitigation  technology  for  transportation  along  the 
Southern  Pacific  main  line. 

Health  Risk  Assessment 

The  EIS/EIR  contains  only  a  preliminary  "screening"  health 
risk  assessment  of  the  potential  health  risk  to  area 
residents  due  to  exposure  to  landfill  gases.   The  EIS/EIR 
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states  that  even  after  mitigation  measures  are  implemented 
the  remaining  potential  carcinogenic  health  risks  will  be 
above  the  level  of  significance.   This  risk  assessment  does 
not  include  the  regional  population  exposure  to  carcinogenic 
emissions  from  transportation  vehicles. 

A  complete  and  more  refined  health  risk  assessment  should  be 
conducted  for  this  project  and  contained  within  the  Draft 
EIS/EIR  so  that  there  is  opportunity  for  public  comment.   An 
adequate  period  of  time  then  should  be  available  for  review 
of  methodologies  and  assumptions  to  verify  that  they  are 
consistent  with  those  developed  by  the  California  Air 
Pollution  Control  Officer's  Association  (CAPCOA) . 

As  a  contributing  author  of  CAPCOA' s  air  toxics  assessment 
manual,  I  believe  a  full  disclosure  of  all  environmental 
impacts  includes  the  potential  carcinogenic  risks  imposed  by 
a  project.   A  project  of  this  significance  merits  more  than 
a  two  page  risk  assessment. 

Thank  you  for  your  considerations. 

Sincerely, 


Emily  D.P.Nelson,  D.Env. 


■••.■. 
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FIT  (future-in-troubte)  ENVIRONMENT 

74-151  Peppergrass,  Palm  Desert,  CA  92260 
Tel.  619/341-0531 


9/24/91 


I 


is 


Ms.  Marianne  Wetzel 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Sprngs-South  Coast  Resource  Area 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  2000 

North  Palm   Springs,  CA  32258-2CO0 

Dear  Ms.  Wetzel, 

I  am  writing  regarding  the  adequacy  of  the  EiS/EIR.  As  a  member  of  FIT  Environment.  I 
have  unanswered  questions  as  fellows: 

1 .  What  is  planned  and  what  is  the  budget  to  resolve  the  risk  factor  for  prospective  and 
future  protective  measures: 

1  B.  Air  pollution  for  any  reason? 

2  C  Water  contamination  for  any  reason? 

3  D.  Protection  against  rodents,  mosquitos,  gnats,  blow  flies,  birds,  etc.,    which  are 

known  earners  of  diseases  like  Lyme,  Hepatitis,  Rabies,  Encephalitis,  Bubonic 
piague  and  the  potential  for  a  resulting  epidemic? 

4  F.  Earth  quakes,  floods  or  other  acts  of  God? 

5  G.  Repar  and  maintenance  from  a  crack  or  break  in  the  synthetic  protective  seal 

for  any  reason? 

6  I.  Air  contamination  from  the  substantial  increase  in  desel  fuei  used  by  desej 

trucksand  train  traffic  on  Hwy  10  and  the  rail  line? 

7  J.   Plans  to  handle  highway  truck  accidents  and  train  derailments? 

8  L.  The  stench  and  odor  or  a  land  fill? 

9  M.  What  investigation  has  been  made  into  the  backgrounds  of  trie  Pamona  Mine 

Reclamation  officers,  directcrs  and  employees  who  want  to  operate  the  largest 
land  fill  in  the  U.S.  but  have  no  known  experience? 

10  P.  What  provisions  have  been  made  to  prevent  trash  from  being  wind  born? 
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2"   i!H!!EW(Xjld  1*  *!  ^f008  **  *"•  landfi"  P"0^  **  *«*  a  maior  people 
voSs?°Ver  a  *  W0U'd  "0t  automatica"y  be  P130^  °n  *e  ballot  for  the 

3'   iSlS  *!.  Pr°P°8edJfun*  from  **  $30  million  dollars  and  the  home  going  to  be 
invwuid  and  protected  to  assure  that  we  are  not  creating  a  tax  monster  for  our 

4.  By  what  authority  is  the  County  of  Riverside  acting  to  supervise  and  make  decision 
reganang  this  land  fill? 

5.  Who  will  make  the  decision  on  how  the  collected  funds  are  to  be  apportioned 
between  governmental  bodies  and  for  reserves  for  future  predictable  contingencies? 

liT^SS9  *!  Cr'9ina!1  ps66ona  0f  *&**   and  *«•  «  ongoing 

pernor,  signatures  b«ng  collected  wh.ch  will  be  delivered  to  your  offices  or  at  the  next 
scneduled  meeting. 

Sincerely 


Denise  Dobrensky 


DOCUMENT  0118 


m 


■ 


PETITION 
We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 


reasons. 
I. 


Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 


2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PErrnoN 

!?.*!  Undersigned  "«  °PP°sed  t0  ^e  ^gle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 


reasons. 

1. 


Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air.  : 

2.         Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 


We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons.  -— =■ 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 


We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  followinp 


reasons. 


1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1 .  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1,  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 


u 


>¥ 


Address 


^b^\]:^ru^>s.OaUxu> 


2&&H    Ave  xi>7i/uo     Guth    Gty   ^     g 


\223V 


W-45*  Cit/tiyzJtrp^Oe^ct ;  ^^o 


ZZ/  £  ,XtL  l/^i^fu^  -/^-A^Sm^  njS' 


/L^A-i  * 


_2 


si 


r  r 


QlrtyiU  UtJU^Z 


Oik ,  5 1 


■f^ePllfTiVv  ^Vofe^ 


tmM-MjI^l  m  IS  l^^u. 


7^66/  doxtfirrrm  !%„ ,  xlkjJA-CL 


<tt£S_  4     Phf.  ggfr  lh&  d±     ts\ 


^MjkAjljLAMdJ^AM^ 


sc?*r 


'/M 


'¥>■ 


*&a~4-, 


1  f'O  3D5  Sl^^^SEMt^ 


y?7^^r    ,^  a^£a 


:-^7/^ 


*^ 


^ 


^x^^ 


77 


i£ 


/ 


^ 


^z 


A^O 


Ltjcji  $jf#py.    v / g tv  E 


5 


■to 


II 11111111111111 


DOCUMENT  0118 


PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT  0118 


PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT  0118 


PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT  0118 


PETITION 


/O 


We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.         Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 
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Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT  0118 


,;i'  PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 


/<*. 


1 
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1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  waste;  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  vallev 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT  0118 


PETITION 
We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 


reasons. 
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1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT  0118 


PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.         Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 


Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT  0118 


PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 
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1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley  < 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 
We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  folio 


reasons. 


wing 


1.  Poor  air  qualily  from  trucks  transporting  w^  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 

and  polluting  our  air.  y 

2.         Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT  0118 


PETITION 
Wejhe  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 


reasons. 


1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1 .  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 


^^^a^zz 


* 


C 


H* 


Name 


A^-r^   JUU  CJU^T--P 


#^>i/$/pftAf~  /%>5ha?s&rr 


■*%?<&-, 


o.Ai.iu. 


._£,  ~M?^^ 


tT>- 


Address 


7t-nc  EL  T^S  cc ■   f,ftj 


7-L3Q    /2,A*J&    M  <"/*. 


7Z  -Z7f/y/ry*j/     Aft  ?±z6c 


fhiUr/  f'L£?-t 


~<1-A  £ 


IS. 


ik^M 


'U 


h ,  (I  r,  ,;rA'  v-/r.w  r-.rhj 


'■&!<Uf/:Jr /*  y_Mi<uA  ■ 


+?&ki\tc oJ hit /( ir 


u/_L 


y"M 


'^^Jfb^ytTh^ 


L^X^fe^fe 


■^w 


2£ 


^■'^CCjI.C  ■ 


■^bci  ^  C  & 


<-/  L 


X^R  ~ 


///-vr\ '■/;■■■  '-£f    / /> ^ '//?  /  / ' 


/ffiaQgfr  aa^t 


ivjioa  &la^    L£ 


n-Z-9e?®4*.  ^2? GO 


sg-noo .  %  ,j^   Q  9o^: 


7 


jl/j/  *fy,^.r-N," 


afl    ^.V  C-n'-. 


11*11'!$  _//•■«    Aw*- 


/+  l' 


>-1 


'/« 


"?  5  ~c~  C££*U~r(%d$  -¥■ '''' 


r?^o/  Ttutczzh*  &-**&>.  / 


^ — ^ 


mmMulM 


&27A 


^^^^%  fciflEsjrfo 


ZZ6* 


1  <■ 


"UeO 


DOCUMENT  0118 


<** 


PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 
We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
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1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 


1 

I 
I 


/f 


Name 


71(3^1  lu  /f  Wo^&Za 


^UXj^SJL 


lyjft^L^ 


%A 


r-^- 


^A- 


n+M  (i& 


\  )r\r\\^ 


jivl^s^aAl 


^■(.mfi^rKihAirv:77^- 


•/'////<,  r/lf/// 


V^W^>y,. 


L-Ua 


r^^ 


•sv/C 


xh 


jLffiW^    (-^^&- 


\     v       s      \  ■   ■ 


'■/-.' 


/ 

■■■/■: n  ."  A_ 


*■ 


Address 


vfe^A    (Pa  U*  J)  a?  * -I— 


7^  7&/  dcJ^ju^-^  y?  ^  <^. 


ui  £2  ~  g^X ££    Ca 


3  g  /7^  o  *  Zgj^  g   p5~ 


<7 


iw  ,/yfif.Ch,»  fh  fe; 


^2j2jy^£8to  ^.  JtAsi&z    22M42. 


1jf>v 


#     /'A 


gUjj  g^'to       /v^l^-  ?<Q  I,  ^^ 


V- 


7.        :' 


T?v  ■"  ;  /  / 


.-.  J        . 


\  \    \  A  J.  /"  />.  "\ 


•-W  ■JJ.<-r^  Wi, 


^X^        rfjjftZ  it,,.. 


^7  -«a  *,  < 


-'2. 


•97^ 


rS<";1     i^ 


-?(-/;. (/   ^;  L.MfVU^    Ytlti', C'?,w< 


?e?o  i.//fl*ff,.Zt7a      nS 


>/-: 


i  SA* 


DOCUMENT  0118 


2 


/ 


PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mour._ain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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We  the  undersigned  axe  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 
We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 


3o 


reasons. 


1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  vaJley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 


We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 


reasons 
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1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 
™.™  unders'Sned  m  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 


reasons. 


1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.         Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 
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2.         Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT  0118 


PETITION 
We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 


reasons. 


1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 


reasons. 


1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT  0118 


PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons.  6 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  axe  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 


1.  J\ 

21 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT  0118 


PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 
We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 


reasons. 


1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT  0118 


PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.         Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 


2.         Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT  0118 
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We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT  0118 


PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT  0118 


PETITION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT  0118 


PETITION 
We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 


reasons. 


1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 


We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  follow 


reasons. 


ing 


1 


1 


1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 
™J-!  undersigned  m  °PP°sed  t0  toe  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 


reasons. 


1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wasjgs.  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT  0118 


PETITION 
We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 


reasons. 


1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT  0118 


PETITION 


We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  foil 


reasons. 


owing 


1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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petition 


We  the  undersigned  axe  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons.  b 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air.  J 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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DOCUMENT  0118 


PEITTION 

We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
reasons. 

1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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PETITION 
We  the  undersigned  are  opposed  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 


reasons. 


1.  Poor  air  quality  from  trucks  transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
and  polluting  our  air. 

2.  Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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AMERICAN  ±  LUNG  ASSOCIATION  PETITION 


of  the  Inland  Counties 


75-161  SEGO  LANE,  SUITE  F-14 
PALM  DESERT,  CA  92260 
(619)  341-6795 


)  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  for  the  following 
transporting  wastes  from  Los  Angeles  through  our  valley 
2.         Polluting  our  underground  water  with  contaminants. 
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September  12,  1991 


Mrs.  Kay  Ceniceros 
Board  of  Supervisors 
County  Administrative  Center 
4080  Lemon  Street 
Riverside,  CA  92501 

Dear  Kay: 

I  am  unable  to  attend  your  September  18,  1991  meeting,  but  I  would 
like  to  go  on  record  in  opposition  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill. 

After  perusing  the  three  volumes  of  the  E.I.R.  on  this  landfill 
project,  my  fears  were  confirmed.  Let  me  list  the  reasons: 

■|       1.  The  proposal  to  ship  garbage/trash  to  Eagle  Mountain  at  the 
rate  of  2QQ  trucks  per  day  via  1-10  will  create  congestion  and 
pollution,  to  say  nothing  of  the  possibility  of  accidents  and 
the  release  of  toxic  wastes. 

2  2.  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  site  is  located  two  miles  from 
Joshua  Tree  National  Monument,  a  desert  wilderness  park  that 

3  attracts  thousands  of  visitors  each  year.  This  dump  will 
destroy  first-rate  habitat  for  the  desert  tortoise  and  the  state 
reptile.  Four  water  sites  for  bighorn  sheep  will  be  lost. 

4  3.  Water  leaking  from  landfill  could  contaminate  groundwater  and 
create  a  problem. 

5  4.  The  proposed  site  is  in  an  area  subject  to  earthquakes. 

6  5.  Despite  attempts  to  reduce  them,  dust  and  nitrogen  dioxide 
emissions  would  remain  significant.  Diesel  trains  and  burning 

off  landfill  gas  would  raise  emissions  in  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin. 

There  is  only  one  reason  to  favor  this  project  and  of  course,  that 
is  the  income  to  be  derived.  I  urge  you  not  to  put  a  dollar  sign 
on  this  environmental  blight. 

Best  regards  to  you  and  Blair. 

Sincerely, 


GRACE  JABLOW 
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CALIFORNIA  CERTIFIED  ORGANIC  FARMERS 
DESERT  VALLEYS  CHAPTER       W 


David  Mares 

County  Of  Riverside 

Planning  Department 

4080  Lemon  Street,  9th  Floor 

Riverside,  Ca.   92507 

September  24,  1991 


.^SSEh, 


Dear  Mr.  Mares, 

»„„,  ^V*?"*  Valleys  Chapter  of  California  Certified  Organic  Farmers, 
would  like  to  go  on  record  in  opposition  to  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain 
Project.   We  represent  37  growers  with  an  excess  of  4,000  acres  of 
farmland. 


We  have  concluded,  the  project  will  have  a  negative  impact  on  our 
desert  air,  water,  plant  life,  and  wildlife  for  generations  to  come. 
Thank  you  for  giving  us  this  opportunity  to  let  our  position  known. 


Brad  MilJ/fken 

President,  Desert  Valleys  Chapter,  CCOF 

P.O.  Box  908 

Indio,  Ca.   92202 
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Sept.  11,  1991 


3  4 
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Dear  Supervisor  K.  Ceniceros, 

I  am  writing  today  because  I  am  concerned  for  tomorrow. 
I  am  referring  to  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Mine  landfill 
project.   As  a  resident  of  Palm  Springs,  I  do  not  wish  to  see 
this  area  marred  by  impinging  garbage  and  traffic  of  the  big 
cities. 

The  Pomona-based  Mine  Reclamation  Corp.  claims  that  the 
disposal  site  will  be  lined  so  as  not  to  allow  leakage  into  the 
surrounding  environment.  Why  risk  the  possibility  that  the  aquifer 
of  the  desert  area  become  contaminated  like  so  many  other  water 
supplies  in  the  state  of  California.   I  would  venture  to  say 
that  the  desert  aquifer  is  one  of  the  few  remaining  areas  of 
California  able  to  supply  clean  water. 

We  cannot  deny  progress  and  the  time  will  come  when  Eastern 
Riverside  County  will  be  confronted  with  the  inherent  problems 
brought  on  by  its  own  growth. 

The  newspaper  article  regarding  the  "trash  train"  proposal 
dated  Thursday,  August  29,  1991  in  the  Los  Angeles  Times,  also 
states  that  200  trucks  and  six  railroad  cars  will  deliver  the 
20,000  tons  of  Los  Angeles  trash.  Consider  the  possibility  of  more 
traffic  congestion  and  smog  to  our  area.  Is  it  not  enough  that  we 
have  inherited  big  city  smog?  Now  we  must  also  inherit  their 
waste? 

The  most  important  point  I  would  like  to  make  is  that  the 
landfill  proposal  is  a  band-aid  solution  and  discourages  long  term 
solutions  to  this  ever  increasing  problem.  The  Coachella  Valley 
has  finally  provided  recycling  centers  and  city  disposal  programs 
to  help  in  the  alleviation  of  our  own  disposal  problem  and  I 
believe  more  participation  by  the  desert  residents  is  necessary. 
The  desert  area,  California  itself,  and  the  United  States  as  a 
whole,  must  implement  insightful  and  intelligent  means  of 
controlling  waste  disposal.  Education  on  ecology,  availability  of 
more  recycling  centers  and  if  necessary,  mandated  recycling 
programs  by  cities  and  counties  will  provide  a  beginning  to  finding 
the  solution.  Recycling  must  become  an  institution.  Dumping  trash 
in  another's  back-yard  does  not  the  problem  solve.  Future 
generations  will  suffer  the  consequences  of  America's  present  day 
"credit  card"  mentality  of  "consumption  now-pay  for  it  later". 


LaVonne  Rittenhouse 

3090  Vincentia 

Palm  Springs,  Ca.  92262 


Sincerely, 


rhAHj-lsuL,' 
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FRANCES  McCALL  PEARSON 
•  1-OSO  TOURMALINE  AVENUE 


'^■J?ftf 


Supervisor  ICay  Cteniceros 
4080  Lemon  Street  14Ti  Floor 
Riverside,  CA  92501 


I 


I 


2 
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Dear  Supervisor  Oeniceros: 

bnr^f  S9  "  ^  $1'°°  to  $6-00/tol  fo*  garbage  looks  to  a  tight 
S^hSrT*  ^ld6r^  adiiti0flal  "epical  costs  and  suffer^ 
for  asthmatic  children  whose  health  would  he  endangered  by  the 

Serf ^  additional  trucks  and  20  four^Iesel  engine  trains 

*,-.*  2!  liVe  f1  m  inland  desert  towl  surrounded  by  barrier  mountains 
S*  d°^.all°W  hi^0^1^  Pollution  to  escape!     This^U^IaT 
has  reached  dangerous  levels  for  the  young  asthmatic  and  older 
emphysemic  residents  right  here  in  what  was  once,   within  my  memory 
a  pristine  and  healthy  atmosphere.  memory, 

^^li>^ranirrt^g  tto5?  tOTlties  *"***  to  Eagle  Mountain  is 
inevitable,   then  please  fight  for  clean  air  considerations  before 
signing  any  agreement,   such  as:  

1.  Electrification  of  all  trains. 

2.  Trucks  that  use  only  alternative  clean  fuel. 

These  requests  are  meant  to  be  constructive,   fair  and  feasible 

JJSJTV!^?  2?  *?  fi9ht  fQr  eVerY  desert  resident's  health  and  their 
rignt  to  breath  clean  air. 

Respectfully  requested, 

(Mrs.   Don)   Frances  McCall  Pearson, R.N. 


if',  „     hi       f6^  th?t  ?*  disP°saI  of  garbage  from  the  coastal  basin 
IL  J^         £°  be1solved'   but  «**  ^sn't  that  area  seriously  considered 
the  process  of  reclaumng  clean  energy  frcm  their  refuge?     There  are 
European  cities  that  do  this  and  find  it  very  economically  attractive 
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for  their  garbage,  or 
our  nation's  deserts 
throw  out  tons  of 


***Will  Southern  California  soon  be  the  TRASH  CAPITOL  of  the  West? 
Five  dump-sites  for  household  trash,  hazardous-waste,  or  radio- 
active waste  have  been  proposed  for  the  deserts  of  Riverside  and 
San  Bernardino  Counties: 

♦Hidden  Valley-near  Barstow-450 , 000  tons  of  treated  hazardous 
waste  to  be  delivered  annually  by  train  and  truck  to 
underground  silos  covering  2  square  miles. 
•Rail  Cycle-Amboy-21,000  tons  of  household  trash  delivered 

daily  by  train,  covering  7  square  miles. 
•Eagle  Mountain-near  Desert  Center-20 , 000  tons  household  trash 
daily  delivered  by  4  trains  and  200  trucks,  covering  2.5  sq 
miles. 
•Ward  Valley-near  Needles-will  accept  138,000  tons  of  low 
level  radioactive  nuclear  refuse  trucked  to  a  70  acre 
landfill. 
•Broadwell  Dry  Lake-between  Barstow  and  Amboy-260,000  tons  of 
treated  hazardous  waste  annually  delivered  by  truck  to 
pyramid-shaped  above-ground  landfill  covering  one  square 
mile. 
•••It's  easy  for  people  who  don't  live  in  or  near  the  desert  to 
say  that  desert-dumping  is  a  great  idea,  it's  not  in  their 
backyard  1 

•••Southland  cities  are  running  out  of  room 
dumps  are  closed  due  to  contamination.  Must 
suffer  so  that  southlanders  can  continue  to 
t rash  1 

•••Has  anyone  considered  making  less  trash/garbage/waste? 
•••What  gives  city-politicians  in  Covina  or  San  Gabriel  Valley   or 
anywhere,  the  right  to  decide  that  our  fragile  deserts  must  be'the 
wana0friifen9  Pl3Ce  f°r  the  throw_away  bi-products  of  our  wasteful 
***No  other  animal  fowls  their  nest  like  we  do 

demandy^^9hH1Pf'bUt  it,S  n0t  the  whole  answer-  Consumers  must 
demand  that  industries  use  packaging  that  is  easily  degradable  or 

InySS  I*  mUSt  \1S°  demand  that  our  governmental  agencies  do 

ail  that  they  can  to  find  ways  to  reduce  the  amount  of  trash  and 
waste  that  is  created  by  billions  of  people 

•••Toxic/hazardous  waste  must  be  cut  back,  at  the  source,  including 
chemical  companies,  medical  labs,  universities,  rad-labs,  etc . 
visio         counties  must  not  let  dollar  signs  blur  their 

•••No  one  knows  what  will  happen  in  the  future.  We  can  project, 
and  hope,  that  nothing  will  go  wrong,  but  what  if  it  does?  Will 

,S  "  holding  toxic/hazardous  waste  be  opened  by  earthquakes, 
will  dump  liners  crack  or  decay,  will  desert  winds  carry 
radioactive  particles,  or  will  rad-waste  reach  aquafers? 
of  ^mp-sUes?11'0™13  iS  n0t  a  tMtin9-9™und  for  the  viability 
•••In  the  Coachella  valley  (Riverside  County)  we  already  have  a 
dioxon-prooucing  biomass  incinerater  in  Mecca,  there's  a  similar 
incinerator  nearby  in  Imperial  Valley,  and  the  air  pollution  that 
b  ows  into  the  Coachella  Valley,  through  the  San  Go?gonio  llsl, 

™   osAngeles,  Orange,  and  inland  counties,  is  something  we 
already  have  to  live  (or  die)  with  9   e 

c!n°tUrof  111*1    i^  n0t  a2  6mpty  wa*teland-  The  fact  that  humans 
can^t  or  don't  live  in  them  does  not  mean  that  they  are  devoid  of 
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***Jim  Dodson  of  the  Sierra  n,,K  a 

these  megadumps  are  NOT  -  inevitab?^  2°!  Speak  for  a11  °*   **, 

on  a  map,  as  Dodson  refers  to  the  Lm«  !-5*  "0t  talkin9  about  dots 

millloni  of  years  of  adaptation  L  n^T^3'  We  re  ta^ing 

well  as  our  children's  future    *  plants'  insects  and  animals,  as 

•••Residents  of  Southern  California  ^ 

by  Rail  Cycle,  from  S  1     '   "  ed  r?"   »!  fc°  *  railroaded 

happening  lately,  rail  transonrV  IT   trai,Vrail  accidents 

—  Household  tr^sh  !s  „   "       iVcc'nta"*  °!  WaSte  is  not  ""•. 

•••wioSSlr,thrOWn  °Ut  b*   "naware'peoplT   lnS  tOX1C  sub^ances 

TAiStVJeSERT?6  t0  ViSit  S0Uther"  California  when  it  becomes  the 

^T^g^arrLt-i^s^r^rs^^rjr0^-- 

geologic  conditions  SEEM  to  favor  Hn!       the  lnlanc3  area, 

would  have  to  seep  tnrojgh  6uS  °flet   oTsoil'tV^V*"  "Nation 

The  megadumps  SEEM  to  be  good  be  !  se  i!nJ  ■    uCaCn  ground  water. 

without  end,  and  there  SEEMS  to  be  no  «S,  "  Chea  «  and  SEEMingly 

opposition.  De  no  People  around  to  voice 

•••Riverside  County  still  fae*«  h^m. 

String-  fellow  acid  Jits       i  ^billty  for  approving  the 

closed  in  1972  due  to groundwater" "   c  .J?"*?*"  «.n  Avon. 

•••County  supervisors  are  in  a  •  !!  contamination. 

—  Bush  just  sold-out  our    t  an  !   ^n^  m°°d  because  °£  money 

sell-out  our  deserts?     wetlands,  will  local  politicians     *' 

•The  do-it -now-so-we-uon  •  c  k».. 
•••wf-an  ^nave-to-do-it-later  theory  will  not 

"•R.   iltS:SiS0?.StrJ"i»«    so   -CI.    trash. 

-OverT'      "d   -rrmlslea0   mPgU:ChaSing   land   to  ^   Reserved   is 

Overpopulation,    the    root    J   ,n 
with    immediately.  °0t    °f   a11    our    Problems,    must    be    dealt 
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TOM  MORR1NG 

Broker-Realtor 

Staler  Brothers  Center 

81-106  Hwy.  111,  Suite  4-D 

Indio.  CA  92201 

Telephone  (619)  347-8079  •  4733 

Fax  (619)  342-3096  1-8OO.7B2-1071 


October  9,  1991 


WING  FAMILY  TRUST 
s  Hwy.  ill.  Suite  4-D 
i,    California  92201 
1733    Fax  (619)342-3096 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

N.  Palm  Springs,  Ca.  92258-2000 


-nfT| 

as  rn 


Attn:     Marianne    Wetzel 


; 


IS 


•5: 


Re:  Proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project. 

Ms.  Wetzel: 

I  am  asking  your  support  and  recommendation  of 
acceptance  of  the  landfill  project  at  Eagle  Mountain. 

After  receiving  information  regarding  landfills  in 
Washington  and  Oregon  (one  adjacent  to  the  Colombia 
River),  while  visiting  those  states  this  summer,  I  am 
convinced  that  a  safe,  reliable,  and  environmentally 
sound  landfill  can  be  operated  until  better  methods  can 
be  found.  I  feel  certain  that  the  operator,  with  local 
committee  and  regulatory  agency  monitoring,  can  provide 
a  good  regional  landfill  to  the  benefit  of  Southern 
California  and  more  precisely  the  local  community. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  the  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  as  presented,  was  sufficient  and  correct  to  the 
best  information  presently  available.  I  am  highly  in 
favor  of  its  acceptance  and  of  the  project  acceptance. 

The  mid  desert  community  desperately  needs  an 
economic  income  base  and  additional  population  to 
support  its  present  facilities.  It  would,  in  my 
opinion,  as  a  past  resident  for  30+  years  and  a  present 
owner  cf  aporoximately  580  acres  in  the  immediate  area, 
be  negligent  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  not 
support  and  confirm  any  opportunity  for  a  legal  business 
enterprise  to  operate  in  the  central  desert  area. 

Some  local  residents,  of  short  duration  (ten  years 
or  less)  state  that  the  community  should  stay  as  it 
always  was.  For  this  to  be,  all  of  us  would  have  to 
leave.  This  is  not  their  true  desire.  They  want 
everyone  else  to  leave,  and  stay  away,  except  them. 
This  cannot  be  allowed  in  this  highly  populated  state 
and  sustain  our  economy. 

Thank  you  for  supporting  this  much  needed  project 
to  provide  jobs,  revenue  and  relief  for  a  regional  need. 


Sincerely , 

B.  T.  Momng 


ww  iinminM  i.n .'.'  .>.■■■■  j.||.|.,.l'.|.'.l.'.l.|.|.|.|-u-1.1.1.'.1.'.'.'.'.1.1.1-'.'-1-'-'-!-!-!-!-;-!- 
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Planning  &  Engineering  Office 

79*733  Country  Club  Drive,  Suite  F 

Indie,  CA  92201 

(019)  342-6886 


RIVERSIDE  COUNTY 
FIRE  DEPARTMENT 

,..,  .-JN  COOPERATION  WITH  THE 
CALIFORNIA  DEPARTMENT  OF  FORESTRY 
AND  FIRE  PROTECTION 

CLEN  J.  NEWMAN 
FIRE  CHIEF 


Kay  31,   1990 


Planning  &  Engineering  Office 

3760  12th  Street 

Riverside,  CA  92501 

(714)  787-6606 


TOi  Planning  Department 

Attentions  0«vid  Mares 

RE«  Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  No, 
Draft  Environmental  Hoport 


ESS 


Fire  Department  personnel  have  completed  a  review  of  the  above 
referenced  documents  and  have  the  following  comments! 

The  proposed  project  will  have  a  cumulative  adverse  impact  on  the 
Department's  ability  to  provide  an  acceptable  level  of  service. 
These  impacts  are  due  to  the  increased  number  of  emergency  or 
public  service  calls  generated  by  additional  buildings,  land  use, 
and  human  population.  This  demand  for  service  would  not  be 
confined  to  the  project  site  and  would  occur  along  the  proposed 
transportation  route,  that  traverse  the  County.  Contrary  to  the 

III       th.  Pi^,nCti°':  "Ci  gH»"-Pf-W»Y  flTf,"  °"  P-v.  22*  of  the 

i     5?       Department  has  a  long  history  of  fires  occurrino 
along  the  railroad  right-of-way.  throughout  th.  County  including 
the  desert  area.  The  Riverside  County  Fire  Department  providers 

wTT18!»CV  *!^iC!!  t0  almost  •"  of  tn»  ro-d»  ••*  freeway,  that 
t*LLi  *V    *    V#hiclM  wving  this  project.  A  portion  of 

H«.rd!u!  Vt° II  l0"  rOUt"  WU1  P"m  *Cr0"  1*nd»  0«ign*t.d  as 
Hazardous  Fire  Areas. 


require,  that  a  fir.  .tation  be  located  within  e»ght<8>  mil.., 
frTfrl  f^f*  ff  T*  fuU  "fir%t    •1*rm"  -"iOnment  with.n 
E*0\.YmI  °V  nUtM-  *.fir*  *t*tio"  »*>>  "••■  to  b.  located  in  th, 
Eagle  Mountain  community  and  is  currently  propos.d  with  th. 

.nd'th.0.1  il*!h"  ^  Crr,Cti0n*1  F«^^V.  ^th  this  addition 
and the  existing  Lake  Tamarisk  Fir.  Station,  there  would  be  two 

•  S  oart3i7thI0..^rV!  "?U  V™'    Th*  third  fir»  •"<> » "»  required 

or  mxLLl       m        fI'*  ml*rm      ••■ionment  would  respond  from  Mecca 

or  Blyth.  and  would  not  arrive  within  the  thirtyOO)  minute  time 


requirement. 


^£r«s'  *#/>+    c*7%rx*r 
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Planning  D.partm.nt 
R«i  SP  ese 


3/31/90 
Pag.  2. 


1 


An   analysts   of    th.   fiscal    impact*    to    th.   Fir.   DtDirtm.nt   -««   „,»* 
Drovidad.    Th»   *«»-■,    _*...<-_    *       *.       .  *         r-*r«   uip»ntni»nt    was    not 

!£-,;    ?h-   -  .  »t-tion    in   Eagl»   Mountain   will    be   operational 

iTJIZjLr      •^•n«ion1to    th.   existing   correctional    f.cil      y   oc    uri 
Ir.'^     k'T     operating   co.t,  will    p.  only  partially 
off -wit   by    th.   mitigation  provided    through    th.   agreement   with 
M.nag.m.nt    Training    Corporation.    Th.   proponent,   of "Su   pro    act 
coif*      •Kp*ct*d    t0   Provid»   W»*r   f«lr   >h«r.  of    th.  op.rJunJ 

oftth.*I!Rd,.dditt'Jnn!,?m,B,ntB  cont*in*d  in  P-ragraph  «,  on  p.g.  3*B 

ot  tnt  sir,  additional  personnel  and  equipment  mav  bo  .inuir.rt 

:ttn%:hn:o.:ini  bT;  rv"? by  th-  c«ipthi;iyti;:  :;::.::** 

with  Management  Training  Corporation.  Those  needs  «r.  based  upon 
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3.   Project  proponent*  shall  participate  in  the  fire  protection 
impact  mitigation  program  am  adopted  by  the  Riverside  County 
Board  of  Supervisors. 

h.      Clearance  from  the  Fire  Department  ahall  be  obtained  prior  to 
the  use  and/or  occupancy  of  any  existing  dwelling  unitsi 
buildings*  or  structures  located  within  the  Eagle  Mountain 
community  and/or  the  proposed  boundaries  of  this  project. 

All  questions  regarding  the  meaning  of  these   comments  and 
condition*  should  be  referred  to  the  Fire  Department  Planning  &. 
Engineering  Staff  located  in  Indio  at  (619  )3<t5-BSS6. 


Sincerely* 


By 


RAY  REGIS 

Chief  Fire  Department  Planner 

Dennis  Dawson 
Deputy  Fire  Marshal 
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FRANKUN  e  sherkow 

Director  of  Transportation 


COUNTY  OF  RIVERSIDE 

TRANSPORTATION  DEPARTMENT 

PLANNING  AND  DEVELOPMENT  REVIEW  DIVISION 
September  17,  1991 


Mr.  Joseph  A.  Richards,  Planning  Director 
Riverside  County  Planning  Department 
4080  Lemon  Street,  9th  Floor 
Riverside,  CA  92501 


Attn:  David  Mares 


RE:   Specific  Plan  252  -  Eagle 
Mountain  Landfill  Project 


Dear  David: 

The  Riverside  County  Transportation  Department  has  reviewed 
the  Specific  Plan  and  EIS/EIR  documentation  prepared  for  the 
above  referenced  project.  We  have  the  following  comments: 

The  map  exhibit  for  the  on-site  circulation  (Figure  IV-3) 
needs  to  be  revised  to  show  labelling  of  Eagle  Mountain  Road, 
Kaiser  Road,  Eagle  Mountain  Road  extension  and  any  other  existinq 
County  maintained  road  in  the  vicinity. 

Also,  both  the  on-site  and  off-site  circulation  exhibits 
(Figure  IV-2  and  IV-3)  should  show  access  roads  and  where  County 
maintained  roads  stop  and  become  private  on-site  roads.  Access 
to  the  Eagle  Mountain  campsite  should  be  shown  and  where  the 
campsite  is  in  relation  to  the  Landfill  project. 

The  two  typical  sections  on  Figure  IV-4  showing  rail  and  road 
rights  of  way  on  the  same  typical  section  should  be  revised  to 
show  road  rights  of  way  separate  from  rail  rights  of  way.  The 
Riverside  County  Transportation  Department  requires  that  these 
rights  of  way  be  separately  maintained. 

Prior  to  final  project  approval,  arrangements  must  be  made 
with  the  Transportation  Department  to  provide  for  the  payment  of 
maintenance  costs  for  Eagle  Mountain  Road  and  any  other  County 
maintained  road  in  the  vicinity  utilized  for  access  to  the  site 
This  financial  arrangement  should  include  an  inflationary  or  cost 
of  living  adjustment  for  road  maintenance  throughout  the  life  of 
the  project. 

The  Eagle  Mountain  site  is  planned  to  potentially  provide 
landfill  service  for  the  San  Gabriel  Valley,  City  of  Los  Angeles 
and  Orange  and  San  Bernardino  Counties.  Although  not  analyzed  in 


COUNTY  ADMINISTRATIVE  CENTER  .  P.O.  BOX  1090  .  4080  If  MON  STREET  .  7TH  FLOOR.  RIVERSIDE  CALIFORNIA  92502-1090 

(714)  27S48S0  •  FAX  (714)  27S-6721 


u|UMji|iuyiuniJnu'ul 


DOCUMENT  0126 


H? •*8p?Clf1SJ  Plan  or  environmental  documentation,  it  is  likely 
that  jurisdictions  within  San  Diego  County  or  Arizona  may 
eventually  be  in  need  of  utilizing  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill, 

As  a  Condition  of  Approval  for  the  Specific  Plan,  the 
Riverside  County  Transportation  Department  requests  that,  if  anv 
outlying  regional  areas  not  studied  in  this  EIS/EIR  are  to 
utilize  the  landfill,  that  an  addendum  to  the  existing  traffic 
analysis  be  prepared  by  the  owners  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 
and  submitted  to  the  Riverside  County  Transportation  Department 
in  order  to  address  regional  transportation  routes  for  rail  and 
truck  traffic.  At  such  time,  the  Riverside  County  Transportation 
Department  would  analyze  potential  significant  impacts  to  the 
regional  and  local  transportation  systems  and  may  request 
additional  mitigation  measures  be  provided  by  the  Landfill 
operation.  This  Condition  of  Approval  is  necessary  since  the 
project  is  planned  to  have  at  least  a  100  year  capacity. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Specific 

*,*■»,??  y?iJc  fV?  any   (3uestions'  d°  not  hesitate  to  contact  me 

at  (714)   275-6767  or  Martha  Tarlton,   Senior  Transportation 

Planner,  at  (714)  275-6772.  «i»po£mu«i 


Sincerely, 

Elmer  Baumgarten    fj 
Development  Review  Engineer 
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September  20,  1991 

Riverside  County  Planning  Commission 
797  3  3  Country  Club  Drive 
Bermuda  Dunes,  CA  92201 

Re:   Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 

Gentlemen: 
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some 


We  were  pleased  to  note  this  week,  in  the  Desert  Sun,  a  story 
indicating  progress  in  the  above,  in  terms  of  elimination  of  l, 
of  the  truck  traffic  through  the  Coachella  Valley.  Concern  con- 
tinues, however. 

According  to  the  article.  Mine  Reclamation's  Board  of  Directors 
agreed  to  "significantly  reduce"  truck  traffic  during  the  start- 
up period  of  at  least  two  years,  while  waste  transfer  stations 
are  being  set  up  along  the  rail  route.  "Significant"  is  vague 
As  President  Bush  has  been  quoted  as  saying,  and  with  no  disre- 
spect intended,  read  our  collective  lips.  No  waste!  Any  trucks 
going  through  the  valley  provided  a  major  potential  for  hazard 
And  we  are  skeptical  that  within  two  years,  the  transfer  stations 
will  be  ready  (thus  the  need  for  dealys  and  added  hazard) . 

Even  rail  traffic  through  the  Valley,  carrying  hazardous  waste, 
particularly  m  light  of  recent  media  coverage  of  disastrous 
spills,  is  very  worrysome. 

The  sun  article  goes  on  to  say:  "relying  on  trains  does  nothing 
to  ease  their  fears  of  underground  water  contamination  or  erase 
their  philosophical  objections."  We  agree. 

Surely  the  waste  must  go  somewhere.  It  is  everyone's  problem  un- 
fortunately but  we  get  a  distinct  feeling  that  potential  income 
roce6    n   carries  an  overt  measure  of  weight  in  the  decision 

While  I  have  not  had  time  to  round  up  signatures  of  my  fellow 
workers  as  I  did  in  the  enclosed  letter  dated  August  29  fcoovl   I 
can  assure  you  we  all  feel  the  best  answer  is  to  bury  this 

f!UA±*ew*Fe-n^and  get  it  there  without  going  through  our 
some  things  money  just  can't  buy! 


if w 

aiTOson 
o  Way 
gs,  CA  92262 

cc:   Patricia  "Corky"  Larson 
Supervisor,  4th  District 

encl. 
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August  29,  1991 

Riverside  County  Planning  Commission 
79733  Country  Club  Drive 
Bermuda  Dunes,  CA  92201 

Re:   Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 

Gentlemen: 

We,  the  undersigned,  are  writing  to  protest  plans  to  transport 
tefflffiS  ^StR  fl°m  £°S  Angeles  County  through  the  Coached" 
Count         Proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  in  Riverside 

The  need  for  suitable  disposal  areas  is  evident,  and  the  poten- 
tial income  in  fees  to  Riverside  County  are  indeed  tempting 
particularly  at  a  time  when  budgets  are  strained  to  the  maximum. 
The  fact  remains,  however,  that  the  estimated  200  trucks  per  day 

lUi   ?L^T?Ug!l  °Ur  Vailey  fo?  the  next  10°  vears.  not  to  mention 
rail  traffic,  represents  a  major  and  freightening  prospect.  We 

™iif!°'i1  r*cent  ^ological  disasters  including  chemical  and  oil 
spills.  Frankly  we  are  not  convinced  that  basic  safety  will  be 
observed_well  enough  for  the  potential  consequences.  The  price  is 

Michael  Bensusan 
P.O.  Box  M661 

Cathy  Coleman 
48-12$  Prarie  Dr. 
/*alm  Desert,  CA  92260 

2396  Los  Coyotes 

prings,  a*   92262 


U=U 


lardson 


Way 

CA  02262 


^icole  Engl= 
32305-A  Canyt/n  Vista 
Cathedral  city,  CA  92234  Pal 
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Palm  Desert 


Beiehe  Garbo 
44  Avenida  Las 
Rancho  Mirage, 


CA  92260 


Palmas 
CA  92270 


73698  Irontree  Drive 
Palm  Desert,  CA  92260 

Amy  E&gleflffln 

77-750  Michigan  <-  E-10 

Desert,  CA  92260 


4£&x" 


Palm  Desert,  CA  92260 


cc:   Patricia  "Corky"  Larson 
Supervisor,  4th  District 


Stanley  Roberts 
43376  Cook  St.  #2 
Palm  Desert, CA 
92260 
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SANDRA  R.  KILL 

76-580  Sheba  Way 

Palm  Desert,  CA  92260 

Phone:   619/345-3485 


September  18,  1991 


RIVERSIDE  CO.  PLANNING  DEPT. 
79733  Country  Club  Drive 

Suite   E 
Bermuda  Dunes,  CA  92201 
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Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 


PLEASE   VOTE   NO! 
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Sept.  18,  1991 

Dear  Mr.  Mares, 

As  a  Riverside  County  resident,  I  urge  the  Riverside 
County  Planning  Commission  not  to  certify  the  draft 
Environmental  Report  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  project.  This 
project  is  not  a  safe  and  effective  method  of  waste  disposal. 

Sincerly, 


I.Iyrt   Griffin 
17840  Riviera  Dr. 
Blythe,    Ca.    92225 
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6450   BEACH   BOULEVARD,      P.O.    BOX   5009,      PHONE:      AREA  CODE   (714)   521-9900 


DEVELOPMENT  SERVICES  DEPARTMENT 
Thomas  E.  Lynch.  Director 


September  23,  1991 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs  -  South  Coart  RH 

6  3-500  Garnet  Avenue 

Post  Office  Box  2000 

North  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

ATTENTION:   Ms  Marianne  Wetzel 

RE:   EIS/EIR  FOR  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  PROJECT 

Dear  Ms  Wetzel: 

The  project  seems  to  have  two  components,  getting  the  waste 
stream  to  Eagle  Mountain  and  operations  at  Eagle  Mountain. 
Transport  of  the  waste  stream  to  Eagle  Mountain  seems 
crucial,  since  without  the  proposed  transport  the  project 
would  not  appear  viable  to  accomplish  its  intended  purpose. 
The  project  proposes  rail  transportation  for  a  majority  of 
the  waste  stream  with  transfer  stations  in  various  locations, 
one  of  which  is  proposed  in  north  Orange  County. 

We  do  not  believe  that  the  transfer  stations  and  their 
potential  impacts  have  been  adequately  discussed  in  the 
EIS/EIR.  A  statement  is  made  on  Page  158  of  the  document 
which  indicates  local  impacts  may  require  mitigation  but  are 
beyond  the  scope  of  the  EIS/EIR  since  a  detailed  discussion 
of  local  impacts  are  not  possible  without  definitive  loca- 
tions. We  would  agree  that  a  definitive  study  would  not  be 
possible  without  a  location.  However,  our  reading  of  the 
document  has  not  uncovered  even  a  general  discussion  of  the 
transfer  stations.  A  discussion  of  the  operations,  times  of 
operations,  potential  impacts  ,  and  potential  mitigation 
measures  is  needed  to  correctly  advise  decision  makers 
regarding  this  crucial  component  of  project.  Also,  a  general 
location  in  north  Orange  County  is  proposed.  We  presume  that 
such  a  location  would  need  to  be  in  close  proximity  to  the 
Southern  Pacific  Rail  Road  right-of-way,  and  submit  that  such 
available  locations  are  somewhat  limited.  Therefore,  we 
believe  the  above  requested  discussion  is  possible  and  should 
be  included  within  the  EIS/EIR. 
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September  23,  1991 
Page  2 


SLSS  Trafflc  Engineer  has  reviewed  the  document  and  has 
provided  a  memo  containing  more  current  information  tha 

d^aiTTVn  Khe  EIS/EIR  re^ing  the  discussion  of  traffic 
delay  at  Beach  Boulevard.   He  requests  this  data  and  the  peak 

and^^10"^  U!ed  t0  m°re  «««»t.ly  identify  impacts 
and  that  mitigation  be  proposed  for  identified  impacts.  His 
memo  is  attached  and  made  a  part  of  the  City's  comments. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  important 
document  and  look  forward  to  reviewing  the  additional 
information  requested  in  the  final  EIS/EIR. 


Sincerely, 


Kenneth  W.  Griffith 

Administrator  of  Current  and  Advance  Planning 

Attachment : 

Memo  dated  9-17-91 


i 


Assistant  city  Manager/Director  of  Public 


cc :   Don  Kemp , 
Works 

Thomas  E.  Lynch,  Director  of  Development  Servi 
Rick  Warsinski,   Assistant   Director  of 
Services 
Herb  Vargas,  Traffic  Engineer 

KWG:dlt 
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Development 
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MEMORANDUM 


DATE: 

TO: 

VIA: 

FROM: 
SUBJECT: 


September  17,  1991 

Tom  Lynch,  Director  of  Development  Services 

Donald  Jensen,  Director  of  Engineering  Services 
Deputy  Director  of  Public  Works 

Herbert  E.  Vargas,  Traffic  Engineer  c/Aj 

Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 


S 


County  of  Riverside  sent  us  the  transportation  analysis  for 
the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill.  Based  on  our  review  of 
the  study  we  have  the  following  comments: 

1.  The  traffic  study  assumed  a  hourly  vehicle  arrival  rate 
of  4%  of  the  overall  average  daily  traffic.  However, 
the  worst  condition  will  happen  during  the  peak  period 
between  4:00  and  6:00  p.m.  Due  to  the  traffic  of  trains 
on  the  Southern  Pacific  line,  the  Eagle  Mountain  project 
trains  may  bump  other  train  traffic  to  the  peak  hours. 
The  traffic  study  should  address  what  happens  on  Beach 
Boulevard  if  the  mountain  train  crosses  it  during  the 
evening  peak  hours  of  4:00  p.m.  to  6:00  p.m.. 

2.  The  traffic  study  assumed  a  1989  average  daily  traffic 
volume  on  Beach  Blvd.  of  34,000  vehicles.  The  State  of 
California,  Department  of  Transportation  in  its  1989 
book  shows  a  count  of  40,000  ADT.  The  City  of  Buena 
Park  traffic  counts  of  1991  show  an  ADT  of  48,000  in 
this  segment  of  Beach  Boulevard. 

4.  The  Caltrans  1989  traffic  counts  book  shows  a  peak  hour 
of  4,300  vehicles  per  hour  during  this  highway  segment. 
This  number  should  be  used  to  calculate  the  vehicle 
arrival  rate  of  the  crossing  at  Beach  Boulevard. 

5.  The  traffic  study  should  also  analyze  the  impacts  of  the 
train  blockage  on  the  1-5  ramps  at  Beach  Boulevard. 
These  ramps  are  part  of  the  congestion  management 
program  highway  system  for  the  County  of  Orange. 

6.  The  traffic  study  should  provide  some  mitigation 
measures  for  the  impacts  caused  by  the  delays  of  the 
additional  trains  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 
project  on  Beach  Boulevard. 

HV:cs 

c:         Nabil   Henein 

(T/MEM/16) 
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Attention  Planning  Ccmnission, 


September  11,  1991 


^~™~,  m  received  a  letter  frcm  Supervisor  Patricia  (Corky)  Larson, 
SSSSrbS  pr^oJa?.     BlVironmental     **«*    **«*    on     the    Eagle    Mountain 

*.,  ♦».«..  ^  "^  to  9°  ■"  record  ^  ^ing  in  SUPPCKT  of  the  "hurdles"  laid  down 
ay  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  that  there  MUST  NOT  BE  ANY  CDNTAMINATICW  to  the 
S^i  ™it  ^  ^^  ^ter/Lake  Tamarisk  area.  Vte  also  SUPPCKT  that  there 
5  ^r^*  ^  2^  than  fron,  the  desert  area,  and  that^TbT  "household 
S^rSfln'SSfcS!"         reCyClable  nBterials  rOTOved  ^ior  to  load^  -to 


I 


Malvin  W.  Bailey  Sr. 
15142  Gundry  Avenue 
Paramount,   CA  90723-3911 
213/408-6822 
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City  of  La  Verne 

CITY  HALL 

3660  "D"  Street,  LaVerne,  California  91750 


i 

I 


SEP  i  9  jqqj 


■^ssssss^ 


September  18,  1991 


David  Mares 
Riverside  County 
Planning  Department 
4080  Lemon  St.  9th  Floor 
Riverside,  CA  92507 

Re:  Eagle  Mountain  EIR 

Dear  Mr.  Mares, 


The  City  of  La  Verne  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  the 
review  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/ 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIS/EIR)  for  the  Eagle 
Mountain  landfill  project.   Although  the  landfill  itself 
has  no  direct  impact  on  the  City  of  La  Verne,  there  are 
associated  impacts  that  are  of  concern  to  the  City. 

Some  of  the  following  issues  have  been  addressed  within 
the  environmental  review,  but  only  in  a  cursory  fashion. 


NOISE.  Noise  impa 
serious  concern, 
noise  standard  all 
family  residential 
multiple-family  de 
DEIS/EIR  the  noise 
will  be  greater  th 
dBA  CNEL  for  those 
Although  sound  att 
mitigation  measure 
specificity  to  mea 
mitigation.  The  d 
under  which  the  wa 


cts  to  residential  locations  are  a 
The  City  of  La  Verne's  General  Plan 
ows  for  a  maximum  of  60  dBA  for  single 

development,  and  65  dBA  for 
velopments.   As  projected  by  the 

levels  within  350  feet  of  the  railway 
an  65  dBA  CNEL,  and  greater  than  75 

areas  located  within  50  feet, 
enuating  walls  are  mentioned  as  a 

in  the  DEIS/EIR,  there  is  not  enough 
sure  the  completeness  of  the  proposed 
ocument  should  specify  the  conditions 
lis  shall  be  installed. 


The  City  of  La  Verne  requests  the  installation  of  sound 
attenuating  walls  adjacent  to  residential  areas  that 
will  mitigate  the  negative  environmental  impact  of  noise 
above  the  60-65  dBA  CNEL  level. 


General  Administration  714/596-8726 
Public  Works  714/596-8741     • 


•    Water  Customer  Service  714/596-8744     •    Parks  b  Human  Services  714/596-8700 
Finance  714/596-8716     •     Wanning  714/596-B706     •     Building  714/596-8713 
Fax  714/596-8737 


WA^A^WAWAWAVA^U^WWAWA"AUA»AUAWAWAUAMA^WA^^^WW 
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ACCIDENTAL  SPILLS.   In  responding  to  the  possibility 
of  an  accidental  spill,  there  is  reference  made  to  a 
"closed  intermodal  container."   The  document  does  not 
define  nor  require  a  closed  intermodal  containers  for 
transportation.   It  should  do  both. 

BLOWING  TRASH.   There  is  also  a  concern  regarding  the 
potential  for  wind  blown  trash  and  offensive  odors  being 
generated  by  the  refuse  being  transported.   Again  the 
closed  container  concept  should  be  required  to 
mitigate  against  potential  impacts.        t 

HAZARDOUS  WASTES. There  is  a  reference  made  to  a 
"typical"  process  performed  by  the  material  recovery 
facilities  (MRF)  or  at  the  waste  transfer  stations  (WTS) 
to  screen  out  hazardous  waste.   The  screening  of 
hazardous  materials  at  MRF  &  WTS  should  be  required  as  a 
condition  of  acceptance  by  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill. 

EMERGENCY  RESPONSE.   According  to  the  DEIS/EIR  the 
emergency  response  plans  to  accidental  spills  are 
already  in  place  at  local  governmental  levels,  and  would 
be  implemented  by  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad.   These 
plans  should  be  identified  by  specific  name/number  and 
the  responsible  agency.   The  emergency  response  plan 
incorporated  by  the  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  should 
be  incorporated  as  an  appendix  to  this  DEIS/EIR. 

TRANSFER  STATION.  '  The  DEIS/EIR  uses  a  La  Verne 
transfer  station  to  derive  some  of  the  impacts  projected 
to  be  created  by  the  proposal.   The  document  does  not 
designate  the  location  of  the  proposed  waste  transfer 
station  in  the  City  of  La  Verne  nor  the  impacts  of  the 
truck  trips  required  to  operate  such  a  facility. 
Although  these  are  secondary  impacts  they  are  of  concern 
to  the  City  of  La  Verne. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  call  me  at  (714) 
596-8706. 


SXl~^ 


cc:  Joan  McDowell,  Principal  Planner 


DOCUMENT  0137 


■;:-: 


:-:•:■ 


1793  CA-066.66 

unp st ions  and  Comments  on  EIR/EIS  regarding  Lan 


Traffic  u<-  S£p  18iggi 

Truck  Traffic  -  Approx.  200  one  way  truck  shipments  would  occur  per  day 
at  Eagle  Mt.  Rd,  extension  and  would  create  a  roadY^iJtf0WSSt**iT^t  Kaiser 
Rd.,  of  the  above  trucks  and  one  train  in  phase  !n)a£dj!ifaTfl;.!:iftB*tf  drains  in 
Phase  11.,  Page46.This  road  extension  serves  the  community  of  Eagle  Mt. , 
jwTC,  and  the  school  with  over  100  elementary  studentB  attending. 
Figure  12  and  13  page  30 

The  school  bus  would  have  to  cross-over  this  additional  truck,  train,  and 
commuter  traffic  four  times  in  the  morning  and  four  times  in  the  afternoon 
to  get  the  students  to  and  from  school.   This  would  be  400  trucks,  two 
train  crossings,  and  a  lot  of  new  commuter  and  delivery  traffic,  not  to 

1  mention  12  trains  per  day  in  Phase  II,  Page  46.   Page  50  states  there  would 
be  a  stop  sign  or  light  placed  at  this  new  intersection?  Page  360  states 
MrtC  will  install  flashing  lights  at  this  location^  WHICH  IS  IT?? 

It  is  hard  to  understand  the. .saf ^ty^or'transTerring  children  under  these 
conditions  and  that  no -'significant  impact  to  existing  traffic  is  antici- 
pated. ^iAlso  a  traffic  signal  would  not  be  warranted  per  guidelines 
developed  by  Cal trans  and  is  therefore  not  recommended....  Page  365 
Several  dil'l'erent  statements  are  declared  for  this  intersection  in  regards 

to  intersection  warning.... 

2  1  think  an  overpass  would  be  merited  here  1  it  should  be  considered 

3  Does  the  design  of  the  EM  Rail  Line  accomodate  reverse  traffic? 

Is  there  going  to  be  a  double  track?  The  initial  design  for  this  rail 
line  was  for  downhill  loads  of  iron  ore,  only  empty  loads  came  up-hill? 
Are  they  going  to  bring  trash  uphill  in  morning  and  empty  containers 
downhill  in  evening?   I  couldn't  find  anything  in  EIR  explaining  this. 

4  Tney  have  based  their  noise  level  increase  of  0. 7%  and  deisel  fuel  costs, 
vibration,  deisel  fuel  exhausts,  and  most  of  their  other  information  on 
old  statistics  of  the  rail  from  Kaiser  and  they  are  inaccurate  because 

of  the  design  of  bringing  the  heavy  load  up,  NOT  DOWN  HILL. 

5  In  case  of  earthquake,  train  wreck,  accident,  fire,  flood,  or  ottoer 
event,  as  a  rcng  running  rail  sxrike,  causing  rail  transport  stoppage 
enroute  to  dump  siteihow  will  refuse  be  transported  to  site?  Please 

6  describe  your  emergency  plans....  That  would  mean  an  additional  650  trucks 
per  day  on  Kaiser  Rd.  to  bring  20,000  tonscfcrash. .   What  would  MRC 
consider  an  emergency?  1  would  like  MRC  to  be  more  specific  in  this  matter. 
1  would  not  like  the  traffic  to  be  increased  on  Kaiser  Kd  Just  because 
they  are  falling  behind  in  rail  transfer  for  other  reasons. 

Transport  accident  rates,  Table  10,  Fage  149,  shows  the  last  records  in 
19b6  of  2,620  accidents  by  rail  in  that  yean  and  we  have  been  witness  to 

7  two  devastating  accidents  during  1991  by  SP  RRj  how  do  we  get  this  RR 

to  do  something  about  their  obsolete  equipment  instead  of  just  being  cited 
and  fined,  and  as  the  Press  Enterprise,  Sunday,  October  15  1989  states, 
"Since  1981,  SP  has  been  cited  188  times  for  violating  two  laws  governing 
visible  exhaust,  while  88  citations  have  been  issued  to  SP  in  the  uast 
two  years  alone.   Who   is  going  to  monitor  this  RR? 
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1793  CA-066.60  Wuestions  and  Comments  rei  E1R/EIS 

Traffic  (Cnnt'ri) 

£a??J8t-°V°  David  i"la^e^  Riverside  Planning  Dept  from  George  Larson. 
Calif.  tfaste  Management  Board.  Sacramento,  dated  Sept.  Ik,   1989  in  Ap^ndix 
8  Based  on  current  state  and  national  train-vehicle  accident  rotes  cK 

Sir^r raany  d;atS!: can  we  expect  from  the  i"Pi«enti?iS'of"hi; 

project,  or  how  many  deaths  or  irreversable  loss  of  human  health,  can  we 
expect  statistically  from  emergency  vehicle  (ambulance,  fire?  police? 

EyZanfs°eSt?tIns??????e?BP°n8e)  del&>S  in  the  Cr°ssin*  of  g"desPoccupled 

i-ye]  Consumption-  Page  574  shows  that  36,600  gal  per  day  of  fuel  will  be 
used  for  this  project,  that  is  123%  or  more  than  double  the  amount  of  deise 
9  Jn!i*v8ed1thanv.a"y,0t5iSr  landfi11  Project.  Are  we  not  interested  the 

lulft  XS^u   ^-e?  Thi8  ?U6i  "  n0t  replaceable...  Is  electrified  engines 
out  of  the  question  cost  wise?  Or  can  they  be  considered? 

flulfit  trains  and  commuter  service  on  existing  rail  lines  is  now  being 

rain  service  linking  the  desert  to  communities  on  the  coast  and  larger  town' 
10  bo  you  not  think  that  people  being  moved.  NOT  TRASH  is  more  important ■>  S£ 
project  will  certainly  impact  future  commuter  rail  routes//// 
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The  Press  Enterprise 
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•    Suiday,  October  15,  1989/ 


Tracking  down  smoky  trains^ 


By  GARt  POIAK0V1C 
ft*  PinrEntMprlM 

Sometimes  he  waits  by  the  tracks  tor 
hours.  Sometimes  fi  few  minutes.  It'i  an 
odd  way  to  catch  ■  train,  but  George 
Kasper,  an  Mr  quality  Inspector  who  lives 
In  Moreno  Valley,  nld  ID  Ihe  only  way  to 
nab  soot-bekblng. locomotives. 

"1  look  at  It  like  this  Is  |tut  mother 
source  of  emissions  In  the  district  and  It  Is 
contributing  to  the  smog  problem.  Every 
little  bit  helps,**  Kasper  said  philosophi- 
cally. 

This  particular  time,  he  gets  lucky  u 
two  Southern  Pacific  freight  tralas  blast 
by  In  a  whoosh  ot  exhaust  In  San  Tlmoteo 
Canyon  west  of  Beaumont 

-  — '      —  ''         '    CAaiAC0NTi/n..iWF.ni.ni.i«  For  a'n  lRStant_  Kasper  watches  for 

If  quality  Inspector  G  sorgo  Kcspar         yon  Jn  pursuit   of  a    tool- belching     smoke  and  scribbles  some  notes.  Thealhe 
■tches  trains  In  San  Tlmoteo  Can-  locomotive,  train  vanishes.   He  Jumps  In  a  car  and 


races  ahead  ol  the  train.  More  peering  at| 
imoke.  More  roles. 

It  b  a  drama  being  played  oat  on  rail 
lines  that  crisscross  Riverside,  San  Ber- 
nardino, Loa  Angeles  and  Orange  counties 
as  the  South  toast  Air  Quality  Manage- 
ment Dlsirlcq cracks  down  do  dlesel 
locomotives. 

"The  sleppod-up  error!  Is  spurred  by 
two  factors. 


died  in  tunes  (or  violating  two  laws 
joveralai  visible  exhaust  The  vlolaUoos 
rank  the  railroad  giant  as  one  of  the 
biggest  ■*  pollution  offenders  Id  Southern 
CalUonls,  air  qualify  officials  sald,^.^- 

Near*?  aTTThTcTlBttDrtrweTcnssued 

for  kjcecnotives  oo  the  hilly  section  of 
track  between  San  Tlmoteo  Canyon  and 

Panilng. "  ■ ~"  ~"     '     '         ""   '         " 

Bt-hcy-elgbt  citations  have  been  b- 


Smog-flgbiers  say  air  pollution  from/    sVeoVto  South? rn  Pacific  In  the  past  two 

trains  must  b-:   tackled  to  achieve   tba      yearsL_^»-~ — — " 

district's  goal  o(  healthful  air  in  Southern^ — *Vi*i"fc*y  arc  a  cbmole  violator  and  they 
California  shortly  after  (Jnetura_oJ  the  aStr.a-ihj£r?f- to  heavy  penallies  (on  their 
century,-— __— - — — ;  \  vtolat*oo4/>  SjeM  Lee  [.ockle.  director. of 

y- tfat    more    Importantly,    air    quality      W-^g?* ^J^l^XS S*£?t. 

Uinclals  are  ULrmed  that  Southern  Paclf  -    Desoto  ■    ,M^y   **■?_«   prob- 

Ic  Transporlalton  Co.  has  Incurred  score*  l«ms.i^qoallry  oiriclalshave :  been  rcluc- 
of  violations  to  recent  yean  ror  operating  NM  **>™  ,he  £SJ"  ^LfX^S 
smoky  trains  In  Riverside  County.  Ur4l(  r><enUy.  eech  Southern  Pacific  vio- 

Sloce   11BI.  the   company,  has  been     I  "•»         (5ee  TRAINS,  Page  B-tj 


lyf*5ie^ts    to    keep    up    wltl 

""irlriermore.-'  Inspectors     lp 

injareas  spend  a  lot  of  their 

rrie^.aalchdogglng   many    manu- 

irh'ir   r*Jr\nH    bUSlneSSCS.  -,  [■ 

he     next   -three 

._(   "mopUi  .'  air  quality  Inspectors  wlU 

JCalltornla^alr,|Lbei,ou   In  force  hunting  for  dirty 

quaMty^ffiB^asfto^ongeKo^  Kasper  said.  The  effort  b 

St^er^jfArffe^glnes'MhatSbe^ln^lntehc^d  to  serve  notice  to  rait- 

100jr^"e.  operating  InRBroad.  fcompanies,    as    well    as    U> 

lirqrnla  are  belng.Jm-  tleamTjust   how   frequently   dirty 

^Ue^oul^Of.jervlce'ifJlralnsWrale  In  Southern  Callfo?- 

jMa>ckwaIr-'sald.J»|^ii)iLg8| 

LTf5any;sytearnedAfpT(;Sc^day7Tiito^  L 

r^bobly.Jtoo■.  slowly dffube  region  release  about  10  Ions  St 

*nlal  compllancq'ls  #■  air- pollution,  according  to  the  dll- 

lemeoL  J*<$4grf(  $trlct'S  \  19" 

^tornpany.lhal  musi 

im^confldenl  If's.or 

olngfniuch- belter,', 

ild.^f!  ■-,..-;;, 

(Neiils1, worry)  Ih 

Iflc  problen,  may  ' 

'l.theikeberg.*-1  , 

_  Jnspeclifs  have  spotted  dark     >T.ne3Ke  not  retl|y  ■  *»>  ot  llfc 

smoke  from  locomotives  operated    r'T^^nost   people   out   here.   Yel, 

by  olbeTrallcornpariles.  Sanle'Fe,    ■  planes,  trains  and  ships  combine 

for, eiamplel  has  been  cited  three-  ,.'or  about  10  percent  of  the  pollu 

:imes  fqf.smbky  engines  tbli  year, 

nchidr"  " 

larch! 

de.,  County  L    -t$£o  •  -  wl/.^.V^f011^!  ^ndards    for    dlesel    fuel 


Trains  cited  for  engine  exhaust 


trlct'sllSBS  report  on  emission!. 
Muchjoflthose  40  Ions  b  thief. 
qtockisopt  laden  wlHt  compounds 
y capable'  ot  causing  cancer  anil 
'  lamage     lo    the    human    genetic. 

'I 


UorWsald  Claudia  Keith,  spokes-. 

iJPf*  tj">  Violations, tnear  |  m*pJ'or  ">«  »'f  quality  district. 

Ktr  EofceVBase  Id  'River-  i^'fiW'lns    tre    exempt    from. 

,  jJODtyl;    iJftK.-  .  w;,.+'*Wi!3!0UB^1t  •'•ndards    for    dlesel    fuel 

^t*"spotEag  dirty  trains  In  blg>."1*l.k)c,t  ,n  ,or  buses  In  1991  and 

.clllesJtfhsrBer  than  In  the. openp'^.hesvy-duty  trucks  In  ISM,  said 

ipaccy.br  (Riverside.    Counly,fcJ'rO'|Mar1ln,  spokesman  lor  the 

^     klefeirpliried  ggL-'*-  >*J*  \%rt/&Mk$Mt  Resources  Board.  . 

..7i*LLX     33;  tl     .'i  ,,^  Cfcllfornla     smog    authorities 

•''tA'Jlocoraotlve.ta  do  violation  ■  _..„  h„r.    ,,,■,_   _K,,.|M    ,_    ,,„*, 

*L2EZj£$&™£?&:     "    ■!l«mpromb«     reached    two 
Kas^eiplitoed^'ti     >-<■>  -;iV  .  WM|j        ^  m  (tderi,  aefen 

y-  '  B.«(_1"i  un«o  Los  Angeles  and  .■  Air: Act  ■survives.  .  I 

Orange  counUe3,\l1'can  be  dlffl-     .;';    ':Ajnendments  lo  the  act  now 
iilt  Jor'ao  inspector,  driving) on, -  before  j  Concress    would    forbid 


Inspectors  lor  lha  South  Coasl  AJr 
Chjabry  Managemant  Dislrtcl  have'^ 
bsued  about  200  dtalions  to  railroad 
companies  lor  angina  exhaust  Iha'ly . 

'  vlolalod  alr-cyality  standards  during 
Iba  lr  =  M.v;:-  years.  Mdsl  o!  the  - 
citations  wa fa  bsuodlnthe  San 
Gorgohb  Pass, area  near  Banning1 
Cftations  also  wore  bsuadrwar    ; 
March  Air  Force  Base,  at  Iho  Coltori 
switching  yards  and  In  the  Cajon  * ; 

:Pass  north  o(  San  Bernardino.  ^ 


i  »      ,   40  .'    60    .    to 


W*H<*irtifcw>wuiaial"-  ■:<s?-fr;^;<     '•     v-^jj^^j',*^^-* 


states  and  local  districts  from  reg- 
ulating emissions  from  planes, 
trains  and  ships  and  other  off- 
road   vehicles. 


BECKY  HAGEUAH  aw  SW  PAWWTra  Pnm  Dtvpriu 

"a/olie  car  owners  have  to  despite  our  best  efforts,  these 
undergo  smog1  checks  every  two  trains  would  be  out  of  our  con- 
years,  these  ; trains  are  flying  trol,"  said  Tom  Elchhora,  spokes- 
Ihrough  the  basin  willy-nilly,  and  man  for  the  air  quality  district 
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PALO  VERDE  RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  DISTRICT  (PVRCD) 

P.  0.  BOX  610 

BLYTHE,  CA  92226 

Oct.  1,  1991 


Russell    L.    Kaldenberg 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs  -   South  Coast   Resource  Area 

400  S.   Farrell   Drive,    Suite   B-205 

Palm  Springs,    California     92262 
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Dear  Mr.    Kaldenberg: 

Review  of  the  draft  E.I.R.    for  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill    Project  has 
raised  a  few  questions.      These  potential  problems  are: 

1.)     On  page  111   -   "porous   alluvial   fill   is   at   least   1,200   feet  thick" 
This  means   there  is  a  high  potential   for  the  leaching  of  escaped 
Leachates   down  through  the  soil  profile  to  the  water  table,    a  Major 
pollution  path       With  Chuckwalla  Valley  now  being  urbanized,    this 
pollution  will  have  significant   impact. 

20     On  Page   117  -   "however,   since  much  of  the  bedrock  in  Eaele 
Mountain  is   fractured  and  is   able  to  store  water,   connections  between 
fractures   in  bedrock  may  provide  pathways   for  movement  of  groundwater  » 
Again  a  Major  pollution  path  to  the  water  table  which  the  urbanizing   " 
Chuckwalla  Valley  is   depended  upon. 

30     On  Page  192  -  Storm  Flow  Diversions  were  discussed.      This 
development  will  need  extensive  storm  Flow  Diversion  Dikes. 

40      On   Page   248   -   Soils   Data   -   The   top   five   feet  of  the   soil   profile 
should  have  been   discussed. 

5.)      On  Pages   318/319  -   Liner  of  the  Landfill   -  The  LINER  is   the  most 
important  part  of  this  project;   therefor  a  very  detailed  discussion 
of  liner  types   should  have  been  in  the  E.I.R.. 

w;L°Ya^V18/32V  Leachates'   Aching  of  -  migration  monitoring 
wells  should  be   installed  prior  to  the   first   load  of  landfill. 

7.)      On  Page   321    -   Daily  Soil   Cover  -   this  will    in-tomb   the   refuse 
Air  is  needed  to   facilitate  decay  of  contents  of  the   landfill. 

Palo  Verde  RCD   is  pleased  to   review  and  comment  on  this   document. 

Sincerely, 
PVRCD  President 
Joey  DeConinck 

P.S.      PVRCD  request  that  future  E.I.R.s  be  mailed  to  us   in  a  timely  manner. 
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Waste  Management  of  North  America,  Inc. 

Western  Region 

18500  Von  Karman  Avenue -Irvine,  California  92715 

Suite  900  -714.474-2311 


September  23,  1991 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  R.A. 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  2000 

North  Palm  Springs,  California   92258-2000 

Attn:    Ms.  Marianne  Wetzel 

Re:      Transmittal  of  Comments  on  the  "Draft  EIS/EIR  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 
Project,"  Dated  19  June  1991,  SCH  #8908413 


Dear  Ms.  Wetzel: 

Waste  Management  of  North  America,  Inc.  (WMNA)  submits  the  attached  comments  for 
the  referenced  draft  EIS/EIR.  The  comments  reflect  the  collective  and  substantial 
experience  of  WMNA,  The  Atchison  Topeka  and  Santa  Fe  Railway,  RAIL-CYCLE,  and 
their  consultants  in  the  waste  management  field  and,  in  particular,  in  projects  similar  to 
the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  regional  rail  haul  landfill  facility.  WMNA  presently 
operates  a  similar  facility  in  the  northwest  and  is  in  the  design  and  permitting  stages 
of  a  project  to  construct  and  operate  a  regional  landfill  near  Amboy,  San  Bernardino 
County,  California.  Thus,  we  are  intimately  familiar  with  the  environmental  issues,  public 
concerns,  and  potential  impacts  associated  with  such  facilities. 

The  comments  provided  herein  address  general  topics  and  concerns  as  well  as  specific 
items.  We  trust  that  these  comments  will  be  helpful  in  ensuring  that  the  environmental 
review  for  this  project. has  been  performed  carefully  and  comprehensively  and  look 
forward  to  receiving  your  responses  to  our  comments.  Should  you  have  any  questions 
regarding  this  transmittal,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  the  undersigned. 

Sincerely, 


Harold  P.  Cahill 

Director  of  Technical  Services 

Enclosures 
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COMMENTS 

ON  THE 

EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  PROJECT 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT/ 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 

STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE  NO.  8908413 
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This  comment  package  has  been  formatted  to  include  the  following  major  topics  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR: 

•  Section  1.0  -  Regulatory  Compliance  (no  corresponding  EIS/ED*  section) 

•  Section  2.0  -  Alternatives  Including  the  Proposed  Action  (EIS/EIR  Section  II) 

•  Section  3.0  -  Water  Quality  and  Use  (EIS/EIR  Sections  III.A,  IV.A,  and  Appendix  C) 

•  Section  4.0  -  Public  Health  and  Safety  (EIS/EIR  Section  m.B  and  IV.B) 

•  Section  5.0  -  Traffic  and  Transportation  (EIS/EIR  Sections  HI.C,  IV.C,  and  Appendix  D) 

•  Section  6.0  -  Air  Quality  (EIS/EIR  Sections  III.D,  IV.D,  and  Appendix  E) 

•  Section  7.0  -  Biological  Resources  (EIS/EIR  Sections  III.G,  IV.G,  and  Appendix  F) 

•  Section  8.0  -  Growth  Inducement  and  Socioeconomics  (EIS/EIR  Sections  HI.H  and  IV.H) 

•  Section  9.0  -  Geology  and  Mineral  Resources  (EIS/EIR  Sections  m.I,  IV.I,  and  Appendix  G) 

•  Section  10.0  -  Visual,  Recreation,  and  Wilderness  Resources  (EIS/EIR  Sections  mj  and  IV J) 

•  Section  11.0  -  Noise  (EIS/EIR  Sections  III.L,  IV.L,  and  Appendix  H) 

•  Section  12.0  -  Energy  Consumption/Generation  (EIS/EIR  Sections  m.O  and  IV.O) 

•  Section  13.0  ~  Cumulative  Impacts  (EIS/EIR  Section  V). 

Each  comment  is  preceeded  by  a  reference  that  includes  the  draft  EIS/EIR  section/appendix  and  page  number(s) 
for  which  the  comment  applies.  Also,  liberal  page  references  are  provided  within  the  text  of  the  comment  to  assist 
in  locating  the  item  being  critiqued. 
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1.0   REGULATORY  COMPLIANCE 


Comment 
Number 

1-1 


OS/OR 
Section/AppendJT 

General 


?SSSM. 


1-2 


Gsneral 


1-3 


General 


Comment 

CEOA  (Section  15123(b)(3))  and  NEPA  (40  CFR  1502.12)  require  the  EIS/ 
EIR  summary  to  identify  "issues  to  be  resolved  including    he  choL  „ 

«J»f^  ^^  D°r  ICXt  addresses  tnis  ™-  Alternatives  are  identified 
£  ESSn  °?  diSCUSSi0n  *  pmv1ded  *  [0  whKb  al[e™  (SS 
£  dtJ^H  ""mitigated  s,gnificant  environment*  .mpaos  (,.e„  air  quality? 
be  ad™'        D0  menti°D  *  ""*  "  t0  WhCther  °r  how  U»-  tepSS 

S^  .U"2  ^"^  tecnmcal  information  sufficient  to  permit  hiU 
assessment  of  significant  environmental  unpads  by  rev*™*  aeenri«  ~1 
members  of  the  pubic  Section  15.48  requ£s  thaT  SSk*2-Si  ^d 
technical  reports  that  are  used  as  the  bases  for  any  statements  ?£1£S 
«ed  As  explained  in  other  comments  herein,  the  techmca.  assump  ionf  and 

ate  characterization  reports,  if  any,  are  neither  provided  nor  referenced.  As  a 
result,  rev,ewers  are  forced  to  accept  much  of  the  data  presented  oVfeee  vaLe 

iisii  •*-  *"«  -  s^--* 

There  are  many  instances  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  where  tabulated  results  are 
presented  without  an  explanation  as  to  how  they  were  derived  (e.g.,  equations 

SS?SC  mod?g  procedures- e,c°-  ™* shortcoran  •  *  ~*S 

™  5  "SL?  aSSUmCd  ValU"  (e"«-  a02^-07  «  Mb*r  landfill  gas 
generate  rate   80%  fcndfill  gas  collection  efficiency,  ambient  ieteorokJS 

Mat  oT'tne^'  2  '  5  JUMitoti0n  "^  prOV,dCd  for  their  **£ 
ZLm  r  afUmptl0DS  **  °nreme|y  ^P0"31"  "hiponenis  of  the 
Omental  analysis,  and  minor  vanauons  can  change  the  magnitude  of 
estimated  impacts  dramatically. 

iLSTl?;  "1th0"'  m°re  det3iled  d~umenIa»°°  and  references,  it  is  not 
SSonl  '  "*"**  ^  comprebensive  ***™<*  °f  *•  report's 

we^jT^'  rCgUlaUc0nS  f0r  SitmS  and  0p=ratin8  ""^P31  *«"  ^ndfills 
were  issued  pursuant  to  Subtitle  D  of  RCRA  (i.e.,  40  CFR  Part  2581  on  30 
August  1988.  Fmal  regulations  recently  were  approved.  The  draft  OS/EIR  only 
cursorily  mentions  the  applicability  of  these  regulations,  and  does  not  provide  an 
me  proJL  mmpti2acc  "**  affc«  the  d=*gn,  operation,  or  feasibility  of 

A  review  of  the  regulations  reveals  several  issues  that  reauire 
discussion/evaluation  in  the  context  of  this  EIS/EIR.  These  include: 

•  New  municipal  solid  waste  landfills  may  not  be  located  in  wetlands,  unless 
certain  demonstrations  are  made  (40  CFR  258.12).  The  precise  nature  and 
extent  of  any  wetlands  that  may  be  impacted  by  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 
project  has  not  been  determined  (see  Comment  7-3  herein) 
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Comment 
Number 

1-3 


EIS/EIR 
Section/ Appendix 

General 


fagfll  Comment 

•  A  new  landfill  may  noc  be  located  within  200  feet  of  a  fault  that  has  had 
displacement  within  Holocene  time  (40  CFR  258.13).  This  demonstration 
has  not  been  made  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  (see  Comments  3-7  and 
9-2  herein).  The  dating  of  faults  on  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  must  be 
addressed  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 

•  A  new  landfill  must  be  designed  to  resist  the  maximum  horizontal 
acceleration  expected  from  a  seismic  event,  and  a  demonstration  must  be 
made  that  the  landfill  is  not  located  in  an  "unstable"  area  (40  CFR  258.14 
and  258.15).  The  level  of  analysis  performed  for  the  Eagle  Mountain 
Landfill  site  does  not  appear  to  address  these  potential  concerns  adequately. 
In  particular  aeiailed  geotechnical  and  seismic  studies  are  lacking. 

•  A  municipal  solid  waste  landfill  may  not  violate  any  applicable  requirements 
developed  under  a  State  Implementation  Plan  pursuant  to  the  Clean  Air 
Act  (40  CFR  258.24).  Because  of  the  significant  air  quality  impacts  noted  in 
the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  project,  as  designed,  will  not  comply  with  this 
regulation  (see  Comments  in  Section  6.0  herein). 

•  Minimum  standards  for  liner  design  are  specified  as  2  feet  of  clay  overlain 
by  a  geosynthetic  liner  (40  CFR  258.40).  The  liner  description  in  the  draft 
EIS/EIR  is  not  sufficiently  detailed  to  determine  if  this  minimum  design 
standard  has  been  met  (see  Comment  3-1  herein). 

•  Municipal  waste  landfills  are  required  to  meet  operating  and  design 
requirements  related  to  closure,  financial  assurance,  and  groundwater 
monitoring. 
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2.0  ALTERNATIVES  INCLUDING  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


Comment 
Number 

2-1 


EIS/EIR 
Section/Appendix 

DLG 


P»ge(s) 
74-109 


2-2 


HGia 


T7-86 


■■■:■: 


,-;•:■ 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


Comment 

Rationale  for  the  Selection  nf  Alternatives  -  The  rationale  for  the  selection  of 
alternatives  is  not  provided  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  although  a  comprehensive  set 
of  potential  alternatives  appears  to  have  been  considered  on  a  screening  level 
basis.  With  respect  to  the  selection  of  alternatives,  why  was  the  "reduced  landfill 
operations"  alternative  established  at  20%?  What  is  the  relationship  between  the 
economic  feasibility  of  the  project  and  the  waste  receipt  rate  and  landfill 
capacity?  If  economically  viable  and  of  sufficiently  capacity  to  meet  regional 
disposal  needs,  a  smaller  "reduced  landfill  operations'  alternative  presumably 
would  have  even  fewer  environmental  impacts  than  those  reported  for  the  20% 
reduction  alternative. 

Description  of  the  Ambov  fttail  •Cycled  and  Other  Remote  Rail  Haul  Prnpt.  - 
With  respect  to  the  Amboy  (Rail*  Cycle)  project  description  (pp.  81-86)  several 
errors  and  speculative  statements  are  challenged.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  authors  did 
not  review  the  current  information  on  file  with  San  Bernardino  County,  which 
would  have  allowed  a  more  accurate  and  less  speculative  portrayal  of  the  site 
This  includes  five  addenda  to  the  Conditional  Use  Permit  (CUP)  Application 
and  numerous  background  site  characterization  reports  that  provide 
supplemental  information  about  the  project.  Specific  comments  regarding  the 
draft  EIS/EIR's  characterization  of  the  Amboy  project  are  provided  below: 

•  The  ten  (p.  81)  states  that  a  site  near  Amboy  has  not  been  identified.  In 
fact,  a  specific  site  location  was  identified  in  the  CUP  Application  that 
reportedly  was  reviewed 

•  A  recent  Phase  I  hydrogeologic  study  has  concluded  that  there  are  no  fatal 
flaws  or  unresolvable  geologic  hazards  at  the  Amboy  site.  Based  on  the 
geologic  environment,  potential  soil  liquefaction  in  the  event  of  an 
earthquake  is  unlikely 

•  The  above-referenced  study  concluded  that  there  are  no  public  water 
systems  within  the  groundwater  basin,  including  downgradient  locations 
(contrary  to  Eagle  Mountain  where  downgradient  potable  water  supplies  and 
extraction  wells  cost).  The  nearest  use  of  potable  water  is  6  miles  east  from 
the  project 

•  Phase  I  and  Phase  n  biological  studies  performed  by  the  Rail -Cycle 
consultant  did  not  identify  any  rare  or  endangered  animal  or  plant  species. 
No  active  Desert  Tortoise  population  was  found  on  the  project  site.  Because 
Desert  Tortoise,  Bighorn  Sheep,  and  sensitive  plants  are  not  encountered  at 
the  Amboy  project  site,  the  statement  that  impacts  will  be  significant  and 
mitigation  will  be  necessary  (p.  85)  is  misleading  and  inaccurate 

•  The  draft  EIS/EIR  statement  (p.  84)  that  the  area  contains  numerous 
prehistoric  and  historic  archaeological  resources  is  misleading  and  biased. 
Extensive  surveys  have  been  completed  according  to  BLM  and  San 
Bernardino  County  protocols.  The  Amboy  project  will  avoid  any  significant 
cultural  resources  and  sites  within  the  project  boundaries 
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Comment 

Number 

QS/EIR 

Section/  ADDendix 

Pngeft) 

15 

2-2 
(cont'd) 

ttGia 

77-86 

16 

17 


18 


19 


20 


2-3 


ILAJ.b 


51-55 


Cora  roes1; 

Contrary  to  the  draft  HS/EIR  tatt  (p.  84),  there  may  be  sufficient  housing 
opportunities  for  facility  employees  in  adjacent  communities.  For  cample. 
Twenty-nine  Palms  has  suitable  facilities 

Because  the  site  is  so  remote,  a  full  range  of  vital  public  services  and  utilities 
will  be  provided,  the  exact  nature  of  which  will  be  determined  during  the 
CUP  process.  This  does  not  represent  a  project  impact  or  limitation,  as 
implied  by  the  draft  EIS/EIR 

The  Amboy  project  will  not  limit  access  to  mineral  resources  (i.e.,  nearby 
salt  production  facilities),  as  stated  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 

The  draft  EIS/EIR  makes  the  following  unsupported  statement  with  regard 
to  the  Amboy  project: 

"Using  the  same  criteria  of  significance  for  Amboy  as  Eagle  Mountain  as 
described  in  the  Air  Quality  section  of  this  draft  EIS/EIR,  rail  haul  to 
the  Amboy  area  would  also  result  in  a  significant  environmental  impact. 
Proportionally,  this  project  would  result  in  the  same  level  of  emissions 
within  and  outside  of  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin."  (p.  85) 


Not 


only  is  this  statement  extremely  speculative,  it  is  a  sweeping 
generalization  of  a  condition  that  is  being  subjected  to  detailed  scrutiny  at 
the  present  time.  In  fact,  it  is  relevant  to  note  that  rail  transportation  to  the 
Amboy  project  will  not  be  using  steeply-graded  rail  lines  (such  as  the  52-mile 
rail  line  from  Ferrum  Junction  and  the  Eagle  Mountain  site),  a  condition 
that  contributes  significantly  to  the  energy  consumption  and  air  emissions 
from  the  Eagle  Mountain  project.  Also,  travel  distances  to  the  Amboy  site 
will  be  less  than  they  are  to  Eagle  Mountain. 

Finally,  although  no  operational  information  on  the  52-mile  Eagle  Mountain 
rail  line  is  furnished  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  it  is  questionable  whether  or  not 
the  grade  along  this  line  will  support  the  movement  of  14-car  trains.  If  not, 
fewer  cars  per  train  and  more  train  trips  will  be  required,  resulting  in 
increased  air  emissions  for  this  aspect  of  the  project. 

In  summary,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  has  presented  a  very  subjective,  unsupported, 
and  in  many  cases,  inaccurate  description  of  the  Amboy  facility  that  tends  to  lead 
reviewers  lo  believe  that  differences  between  this  project  and  the  Eagle 
Mountain  Landfill  are  minimal  and  that  environmental  impacts  are  similar. 
Either  a  more  accurate  description  and  rigorous  comparison  of  this  "alternative" 
(which,  as  presented,  does  not  meet  the  CEQA/NEPA  definition  of  an 
alternative,  but  more  appropriately  can  be  considered  a  comparison)  should  be 
provided  based  on  all  available  information  or  its  mention  should  be  deleted 
from  the  report. 

Total  Waste  Quantities  -  The  description  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  project 
provides  a  total  estimate  of  waste  capacity  (100  billion  cubic  yards;  see  p.  85), 
but  does  not  indicate  how  this  waste  volume  will  be  distributed  among  the  four 
phases  of  landfill  development  (pp.  51-55).  Tables  that  clarify  the  relationship 
between  expected  daily  waste  receipts  and  total  landfill  volumes  (on  a  cumulative 
basis)  over  time  would  facilitate  understanding  and  review  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
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ComnmeiBii 
Nnmber 

2-4 


EIS/EDt 
Sectioo/ Appendix 


Various 


21 


22 


Comment 

Errata  -  The  following  comments  of  a  minor  nature  are  provided: 

•  A  3,000  tpd  capacity  transfer  station  is  estimated  to  generate  140  containers 
f25  too-capacity)  on  p.  48.  Correctly  calculated,  this  size  transfer  station 
would  generate  .120  containers 

•  The  capacity  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill,  100  billion  cubic  yards  (p  85) 
appears  to  be  incorrect  Please  indicate  bow  this  capacity  was  calculated.    ' 


m 
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3.0  WATER  QUALITY  AND  USE 


Comment 
Number 

3-1 


EIS/EER 
Section/Append  ix 

IVAU 


tatsM 

320-321 


23 


24 


s 


.';•" 


25 


•.:■ 


Commerce 

Landfill  Liner  Desien  -  The  liner  design  proposed  for  the  Eagle  Mountain 
Landfill  is  described  on  pages  59,  320,  and  321  of  the  draft  EIS/ETR.  Several 
concerns  regarding  the  proposed  system  are  noted; 

•  The  description  of  the  liner  design,  including  a  detailed  cross  section,  is  not 
provided.  The  information  that  is  provided  is  very  vague,  including  the 
following  examples: 

-  "_  a  composite  liner  consisting  of  clay  and  plastic  over  certain  portions 
of  the  landfill"  (p.  320) 

•  The  area  likely  to  require  the  composite  cover  would  be  the  lowest 
elevations  of  tbe  landfill  -  those  most  likely  to  receive  leachate"  (p. 
321) 

Because  the  descriptions  are  so  vague,  critical  elements  of  the  liner  design 
are  not  subject  to  review,  including  the  proposed  thickness  of  the  clay  liner 
and  the  precise  area!  extent  and  thickness  (in  mils)  of  the  synthetic  liner. 
Furthermore,  as  described,  the  liner  does  not  appear  to  meet  Federal 
criteria  under  RCRA  Subtitle  D  regulations 

•  The  statement  is  made  (p.  320)  that  "Although  factors  such  as  annual 
precipitation,  background  quality  of  groundwater,  and  current  and 
anticipated  use  of  groundwater  indicate  that  there  will  be  no  impairment  of 
beneficial  uses  of  groundwater,  the  entire  area  underlying  refuse  will  be 
lined."  This  implies  that  groundwater  would  not  be  impacted  in  the  absence 
of  a  liner,  a  conclusion  that  cannot  be  substantiated 

Given  the  highly  fractured  and  alluvial  setting  of  the  site,  the  shallow  depths 
to  groundwater  at  some  locations,  and  the  situation  of  the  landfill  above  a 
significant  and  presently  used  groundwater  resource,  it  is  irresponsible  to 
imply  that  a  landfill  liner  may  not  be  required.  In  fact,  these  conditions 
probably  warrant  a  more  protective  liner  than  has  been  proposed  by  the 
project  proponent  (see  following  comment) 

•  The  general  liner  design  requirements  described  in  the  draft  EIS/ETR 
reportedly  were  determined  based  on  discussions  with  the  Riverside  County 
Solid  Wasie  Division.  It  is  not  mentioned  that  the  Lower  Colorado  River 
Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB)  will  play  a  leading  role  in 
approving  a  liner  design.  Although  the  minimum  Uner  design  requirements 
for  a  Class  m  landfill  found  at  23  CCR,  Chapter  15  are  not  especially 
stringent  (and  appear  to  be  met  by  the  project  design),  Experience  with 
other  similar  projects  has  shown  that  the  RWQCB  likely  will  demand  a 
much  more  protective  liner  than  has  been  proposed 

The  draft  EIS/EIR  should  describe  and  commit  to  a  specific  minimum 
design  standard  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  so  that  the  public  will  have 
some  understanding  of  the  relative  and  absolute  protection  that  will  be 
provided,  given  the  fractured  nature  of  the  bedrock  at  the  site 
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"  lll  ind^ted  (P-  321)  lhat  SOme  of  the  ui,in8  *  unwiuble  for  use  as  liner 
material  due  ,o  permeability  consecrations.  Test  data  that  ™  to 
reported  results  should  be  provided  and  some  indication  of  the  i" 
unsuitable  matenai  shouid  be  estimated.  Win  this  result  in  L^m 
need  to  procure  Uner  matcna.  from  other  sources?  Also,  no  docunSS 
^g-  bboratory  test  data)  are  prodded  to  venfy  the  claim  that  the  S 
material  is  non-hazardous.  B 

mZntZ^™"™™  -  B°reh0leS  BH-'  aDd  BH'3.  dcscri*<i  0"  p.  128 
most  likely  did  not  encounter  groundwater  in  the  bedrock  because  they  were  not 
dn  led  u,  an  arca  of  ^  tnam)atF  ^  0^Jf™   no 

borehole  locate  noted  on  Figure  63.  Borehole  des.gnauons  are  tare* 
dacemable  on  this  map,  but  appear  to  be  located  souuTfrom  u  e  lanS 
footprint  in  the  alluvial  channel.)  Well  MW-3  is  drilled  in  the  Se  ofVbX 
faulted  zone  and  the  school  well  appears  to  be  dnlled  into  the  projeaed  l^( 

a  ong  the  fault  trace  at  least  5,000  feet  northwest  from  the  MW-3  location  or 
along  the  fault  trace  seated  1,000  feet  west  from  to  BH-l/BH-3  toS 

f^nnnLT  ^  ^  '  fr"**™*  **«k  groundwater  monitoring  welL 
Groundwater  m  to  alluvium  and  bedrock  appears  to  occur  as  separatees 
Groundwater  in  the  fractured  bedrock  probably  flows  in  a  Nw!sE S 
along  to  fracture  trend.  The  groundwater  flow  direction  throughto  S 
appears  to  flow  toward  to  center  of  Chuckwalla  Basm.  Figure  42  dVnoteTthat 
tore  also  *  a  chemical  difference  between  these  waters.  Consequent  neito 
of  these  systems  has  been  characterized  in  sufficient  d=*T,0  suggest  Z 
appropriate  groundwater  monitoring  system.  ^ 

Yiejd  -  Factors  other  than  aquifer  permeability  «,„!□  Quse  ^  DumDln.  _._. 
m  weus  MW-l  and  MW-2  (p.  320).  Tto  mest  obvious"  uT  wo" Ti TS 

was  no  gradauon  curve  presented  for  sediments  encountered  m  to  water- 
bcanng  zone,  but  the  Otologic  logs  suggest  to  sediments  are  fairlv  c^rte 

2  tEW?ZW »""  *  tCM  *" for  "* aquifer-  ■"*  *  ^ 

^        ^  M^"2  "ere  enlar8ed  *"*  mud  n*"*  "'"hods  It  is  very 

^portant  that  to  drilling  mud  is  developed  out  of  to  boring  t  ensure 
maxmum   ysld   from   to   wells.    No   data   were   presented    rejrdng   4" 

££££"'  "J*  feader  Cann°t  *"*  CValUate  ^  development  a" 
contributing  to  to  apparent  tow  yield  of  the  wells. 

Groundwater  Flcvatinn  -  The  explanation  as  to  why  there  is  a  depression  in  the 
groundwater  table  in  to  area  of  East  Pit  is  adequate  (p.  132).  The  water  level 
"If  P"  f  nad  "«  t0  equilibrate  to  to  local  groundwater  level.  The 
problem  w,th  contounng  groundwater  levels  in  this  area  may  be  to  result  of 
combining  groundwater  elevations  of  wells  completed  in  to  fractured  bedrock 
with  wells  completed  in  the  alluvium. 

Permeabilities  and  Groundwater  Flow  -  There  is  no  reference  for  to  estimated 
permeab,hty  of  to  water-bearing  valley  alluv>um  (1  *  1CT2  cm/Sec;  p.  132)  An 
aerate  groundwater  velocity  in  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  area  cannot  be 
calculated  at  this  time  because  tore  are  no.  three  wells  in  to  alluvium  to 
determine  flow  durction  or  gradient.  The  statement  that  this  area  has  a  "flatter" 
groundwater  gradient  is  unsupported. 
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Also  the  direction  of  groundwater  movement  in  the  bedrock,  because  it  appears 
to  now  well  beneath  the  surface  topography,  is  more  likely  controlled  by  the 
fracture  systems  rather  than  surface  drainage  patterns. 

There  are  no  references  presented  for  the  stated  permeabilities  of  the 
unfractured  bedrock  and  the  Eagle  Mountain  School  well  or  the  estimated 
porosity  of  the  bedrock  (p.  137).  There  also  is  no  explanation  as  to  why  the 
authors  believe  the  permeabilities  of  the  school  well  to  be  "too  high"  and 
therefore,  unrepresentative  (p.  137). 

The  discussion  of  travel  times  for  groundwater  in  fractured  bedrock  (p.  319)  at 
this  time  is  inappropriate  because  the  permeability,  porosity,  and  flow  direction 
and  gradient  nave  not  been  characterized  adequately.  Any  calculations  at  this 
point  are  highly  speculative. 

There  is  no  reference  (p.  321)  for  the  remolded  laboratory  permeability  values 
presented  for  the  tailings  material  (reported  as  1  x  iff*  to  8.8  x  Iff*  cm/sec).  If 
the  references  cited  three  sentences  later  provide  these  values,  then  the  text 
should  be  revised  to  clarify  this  issue. 

Subsurface  Contamination  -  There  is  no  mention  of  any  chemicals  or  potentially 
hazardous  substances  that  may  have  used  or  generated  during  historical  ore 
processing  operations  (pp.  118-119,  129).  If  potentially  hazardons  substances 
were  used  or  produced,  are  these  substances  being  monitored  for  in  the 
groundwater  monitoring  system?  How  will  landfill  operations  affect  the  fate  and 
control  of  these  substances?  Review  of  the  trilinear  diagram  (Figure  42)  suggests 
that  the  school  well  also  may  be  impacted  by  percolation  of  the  mine  processing 
water.  It  would  be  important  to  know  if  there  are  any  health  risk  factors 
associated  with  the  processing  water. 

It  is  purely  speculative  to  make  assertions  regarding  the  potential  adsorption  and 
dispersion  of  pollutants  in  the  alluvium  (p.  319-320).  Adsorption  and  dispersion 
are  highly  dependent  on  such  factors  as  TOC,  porosity,  percentage  of  silts  and 
clays,  and  soil  moisture  content  -  none  of  which  have  been  characterized  at  this 
site. 

Faults  -  By  suggesting  that  fault  gouge  may  impede  groundwater  flow  between 
the  bedrock  and  the  alluvium  (p.  320),  the  authors  indirectly  demonstrate  that  a 
fault  contact  may  exist  between  the  bedrock  and  alluvium.  This  implies  that  the 
fault  may  be  Holocene  in  age.  Furthermore,  if  a  low  permeability  layer  exists 
between  the  bedrock  and  the  alluvium,  was  this  layer  mapped  in  the  East  Pit 
where  the  contact  is  exposed? 

The  proposed  landfill  is  situated  in  a  seismjcally  acuve  region  and  several  faults 
transect  the  landfill  footprint.  The  age  of  the  faults  must  be  determined  prior  to 
permitting  a  landfill  at  this  location.  An  investigation  of  these  faults  should 
include  detailed  mapping  of  the  faults,  field  evaluation  of  photolineaments,  and 
trenching  of  alluvium  where  it  overlies  fault  traces. 
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Groundwater  Supplies  and  Use  _  It  is  difficult  to  believe  that  the  withdrawal  of 
an  additional  1,972  acre-feet  of  water  per  year  (plus  163  acre-feet  per  year  to 
accommodate  related  growth)  from  an  overdrafted  and  useable  groundwater 
resource  can  be  dismissed  as  insignificant  when  it  represents  9%  of  the  present 
groundwater  use  and  a  20%  increase  in  the  net  drawdown  rate.  The  draft 
eS/EIR  defines  a  significant  water  supply  impact  to  be  a  condition  where  the 
additional  withdrawal  "would  deplete  substantially  the  region's  groundwater 
resources-  (p.  327).  The  basis  for  this  criterion  of  significance  and  the  volume  or 
rate  of  withdrawal  that  is  considered  "substantial-  is  not  provided  in  the  report. 

The  draft  EIS/EIR  should  justify  why  the  exacerbation  of  an  existing  water 
overdraft  condiuon,  where  water  is  mined  and  lost  for  future  uses,  represents 
neither  a  significant  impact,  a  cumulative  impact,  or  a  loss  of  long-term 
productivity.  The  loss  of  21  years  of  water  reserves  (Le„  from  557  to  536  years  of 
available  drawdown  -  p.  329)  may  or  may  not  be  significant,  depending  on  one's 
criteria  of  significance.  Furthermore,  these  time  frames  are  much  too  long  to 
allow  meaningful  judgments  to  be  made.  The  drawdown  percentages  described  in 
the  previous  paragraph  herein  provide  a  more  practical  means  of  comparison.  In 
any  case,  it  is  important  that  the  evaluation  consider  the  cumulative  impacts  of 
potential  regional  growth  and  development  (over  the  next  115  years)  in 
contributing  to  the  groundwater  overdraft  conditions. 

Errata  -  Is  well  "MW1D"  on  Figure  46  a  duplicate  sample?  If  so,  this  should  be 
noted  in  the  text.  Also,  results  from  CW-2  and  CW-3  should  be  added  to  this 
diagram. 

Figures  47  and  48  need  a  north  arrow,  scale,  and  topographic  source.  Figure  48 
also  is  missing  a  720'  groundwater  contour  line. 
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Landfill  Gas  fI.Fr,)  Production  Fstimatr*  -  Reference  is  made  in  to  section  to 
the  methods  for  estimating  LFG  production  from  the  landfill  (p  3351 
Supporting  documentation  on  how  the  production  rates  were  determined  was 
not  furnished.  Therefore,  it  is  not  possible  to  evaluate  the  methodology  used  or 
the  values  calculated.  It  is  important  that  reviewers  of  the  draft  EISNER  have 
this  information,  given  the  health  and  safety  and  air  emission  concerns  related  to 
todfill  gas  production.  Nevertheless,  the  brief  summary  provided  in  the  draft 
fcli/blR  raises  a  couple  of  questions. 

First,  landfill  gas  generation  rates  of  0.02  to  0.07  cu  ft/lb-yr  were  assumed  fo 
335)  without  any  substantiating  documentation.  While  this  range  of  values  mav 
or  may  not  be  valid  for  this  site,  there  is  no  way  for  an  independent  reviewer  to 
evaluate  the  rationale  for  the  selection  and  use  of  these  rates. 

Second,  the  public  health  and  safety  section  (Section  IV.B)  describes  the 
maximum  daily  gas  generation  rate  as  ranging  from  78  to  82  million  cubic  feet 
per  day  (p.  335)  and  estimates  that  20%  of  this  volume  (16.4  million  cubic  feet 
per  day)  could  escape  the  landfill  (p.  337).  However,  the  analysis  for  the  air 
quality  section  (Section  VLD)  assumed  that  the  maximum  gas  generation  rate 

Zow'f  TC  *"  PCr  mDUte  (66  miUi°n  »*  ^^/day).  or^cb 
only  9^00  cubic  feet  per  minute  (13  million  cubic  feet  per  day)  represented 
potential  fugitive  emissions  (p.  376).  This  discrepancy  is  significant  and  use  of  the 
higher  rate  would  increase  the  estimated  air  emissions  for  the  project.  An 
explanation  should  be  provided. 

Landfill  Gas  Moniinnnr  Systrm  -  The  project  design  indicates  that  landfill  gas 

S^J^«PfBS  nC3r  °n"Site  "naum  and  along  the  Dorthern  Peeler 
of  he  town  of  Eagle  Mountam  (p.  337).  This  system  design  in  effect  will  monitor 
potential  receptors  rather  than  the  landfill  itself.  Such  a  monitoring  scheme  is  not 
consistent  with  State  regulation  (see  below).  Furthermore,  if  a  receptor"rieat^ 
monitoring  system  is  envisioned,  consideration  should  be  given  to  the  fact  that 
over  the  115-year  projected  life  of  the  project,  demographics  around  the  landfill 
may  change  and  require  the  installation  of  additional  monitoring  wells  Permits/ 
approvals  issued  for  the  project  should  anticipate  this  possibility 

The  draft  EIS/EIR  mates  no  mention  of  the  need  to  comply  with  California 
Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  (CIWMB)  regulations  regarding  gas 
monitor  location  and  spacing.  14  CCR  17783J(b)  states  that  perimeter '•£ 
sha  be  installed  at  or  near  the  facility  property  boundary  and  lateral  spacing 
shall  not  exceed  1,000  feet.  Also,  the  wells  should  be  completed  in  gas  permeable 
structural  or  stratigraphic  features,  which  requires  that  the  geology  at  the  site  be 
well  understood.  Finally,  the  system  should  be  designed  by  a  registered  civil 
engineer  or  a  certified  engineering  geologist  and  approved  by  the  CIWMB  None 
of  these  requirements  are  acknowledged  in  this  section  and  the  tentative  design 
proposed  by  the  project  proponent  may  not  be  adequate.  A  clear  commitment  to 
^regulations  and  the  need  to  consult  wuh/receive  approval  from  the 
uw™>  should  be  included  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 
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The  draft  EIS/EIR  states  (p.  150)  that  a  legislatively  authorized  right-of-way 
existed  for  a  32-mile  section  of  the  rail  span  between  Eagle  Mountain  and 
Ferrum  Junction.  The  report  further  states  (pp.  150-151)  that  the  original  right- 
of-way  was  granted  to  provide  rail  service  to  the  mining  operations  at  Eagle 
Mountain,  and  that  mining  activities  were  suspended  in  1982  and  the  use  of  the 
railroad  was  discontinued.  What  if  any  measures  have  been  initiated  to  gain 
access  to  the  right-of-way?  Given  the  new  intended  use,  what  type  of  legislative 
authorization  must  be  secured? 
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Documentation  -  Air  quality  impacts  of  the  project  were  evaluated  by  Sierra 
Research,  Inc.  in  a  22  August  1990  report  included  in  Appendix  E  Because  the 
report  failed  to  provide  supporting  documentation  for  the  calculated  air 
emissions  and  concentrations,  it  is  not  possible  to  verify  their  accuracy.  More 
importantly,  it  is  not  possible  to  review  the  validity  of  the  assumptions  that  were 
used  for  the  various  calculations  and  models.  For  example,  a  general  discussion 
is  provided  as  to  how  "worst  case"  meteorological  conditions  were  used  to  model 
ambient  air  emissions  (p.  60),  but  the  actual  assumptions  used  (e.g.,  wind  speed 
and  direction,  stability  class,  etc.)  were  not  identified.  Nor  were'  the  precise 
locations  of  receptors  identified. 

Another  example  of  insufficient  documentation  is  the  assumption  that  80%  of 
the  landfill  gas  will  be  captured  and  directed  through  the  flare  system  (p.  81).  No 
studies  supporting  such  efficiency  are  cited.  Similarly,  the  reference  for  the 
identified  landfill  toxic  compounds  and  their  concentrations  (pp.  98-99)  is  not 
provided.  Another  example  of  poor  documentation  is  the  summary  of  estimated 
air  emissions  after  all  recommended  mitigation  measures  have  been  incorporated 
on  Tables  34  and  35  (pp.  132-133).  Because  there  is  no  accounting  of,  or 
justification  for,  the  reduction  efficiencies  of  the  individual  mitigation  measures, 
there  is  no  way  to  understand  how  the  values  on  these  tables  were  derived. 

The  assumptions  that  are  used  for  impact  calculations  and  analysis  are  critical. 
Consequently,  they  must  be  supported  technically  and  presented  clearly  for  third- 
party  scrutiny  and  review.  Minor  changes  in  assumptions  can  result  in  outcomes 
that  radically  affect  project  requirements.  For  example,  with  mitigation,  the  NOx 
emissions  from  the  gas  flare  are  estimated  to  be  216  tons/year,  a  total  slightly 
below  the  250  tons/year  PSD  trigger  level  (p.  100).  Minor  changes  in  the  gas 
recovery  efficiency,  the  assumed  emission  factor  for  the  flare,  and/or  the  removal 
efficiency  of  the  urea  injection  system  (which  is  expected  to  provide  30%  NOx 
removal  only  after  the  gas  generation  exceeds  50  million  cubic  feet/day)  could 
result  m  the  PSD  review  being  triggered. 

In  the  absence  of  documentation  as  to  sources,  assumptions,  and  detailed 
calculations  (e.g.,  computer  generated  model  runs,  etc),  it  is  not  possible  to 
assess  the  validity  of  the  air  quality  analysis.  As  a  result,  the  public  is  not  truly 
able  to  review  this  critical  aspect  of  the  project  and  must  accept  the  reported 
values  on  face.  The  following  comments  were  prepared  with  these  limitations  in 
mind. 

Significant  Project  Impacts  -  Even  after  all  of  the  feasible  mitigation  measures 
are  applied,  it  is  clear  that  significant  air  quality  impacts  will  occur.  The  draft 
EIS/EXR  provides  only  passing  comments  as  to  the  need  to  further  assess  the 
problem  (once  site-specific  meteorological  data  are  available)  and  possibly 
provide  further  mitigation.  This  raises  several  concerns  as  to  the  completeness  of 
the  evaluation  and  steps  that  need  to  be  taken. 


Appendix  E  totbe  draft  EtS/HR  provides  a  comprehensive  discussion  of  air  quality  issues  and  impacts,  which  merely  are  summarized 
in  the  main  body  of  the  report.  The  focus  of  these  comments  is  on  AppendK  E,  although  the  comments  are  equally  applicable  to 
corresponding  text  fourjd  in  Sections  ELD  and  IV.D  of  the  report. 
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First,  there  is  no  guarantee  that  the  site-specific  data,  once  available,  will  result  in 
reduced  ambient  air  concentrations,  as  the  authors  expect.  Even  though  the  data 
will  represent  only  one  year  (rather  than  the  five  years  of  data  commonly  used), 
the  worst  case  meteorological  conditions  may  be  more  extreme  than  those 
assumed  for  the  present  analysis.  Without  severe  and  prohibitively  expensive 
mitigation  measures,  it  is  apparent  that  the  project  will  generate  significant  air 
emissions  as  measured  by  several  criteria.  These  include  standards  for 
incremental  ambient  increases  in  Class  I  and  Oass  n  areas,  thresholds  for  major 
stationary  sources  and  new  source  review,  and  degradation  of  a  Class  I  area 
(Joshua  Tree  National  Monument). 

Examples  of  such  exceedances,  extracted  from  Tables  29  and  36  in  Appendix  E, 
are  provided  below: 
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Emissions 

Relevant 

Pollutant          w/b  Mitigation 

w/  Mitigation 

fur/m^ 

Standard 

N02  (1-hour) 

539 

491 

470 

California  Air  Quality 

NO,  (annual) 

8.1 

7.7 

15 

Qass  I  Increment 

S02  (24-bour) 

8.0 

7.8 

5 

Class  I  Increment 

PM10  (24-bour) 

445 

441 

SO 

California  Air  Quality 

PM10  (24-hour) 

445 

441 

150 

National  Air  Quality 

PM10  (24-hour) 

17.9 

17.7 

10 

Class  I  Increment 

PM10  (annual) 

84 

S3 

30 

California  Air  Quality 

PM10  (annual) 

84 

83 

50 

National  Air  Quality 

The  draft  EIS/EIR  provides  no  insight  into  how  these  significant  impacts  should 
and  will  be  addressed. 

Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  -  In  Appendix  E  (p.  97),  it  is  stated  that 
the  "source"  for  PSD  determinations  consists  of  the  flare  and  mineral  processing 
equipment  Although  the  report  correctly  indicates  that  fugitive  emissions  are  not 
to  be  included  in  the  calculation,  it  is  not  equally  clear  whether  or  not  on-site 
vehicle  emissions  should  be  subject  to  the  regulations.  40  CFR  5221(bX5) 
defines  a  stationary  source  as  a  "building,  structure,  facility  or  installation."  It  is 
possible  that  USEPA  may  require  on-site  vehicle  emissions  to  be  included  in  this 
instance.  In  any  case,  further  scrutiny  of  the  emissions  calculations,  as  discussed 
in  Comment  Number  6-1,  may  alter  the  draft  EIS/EIR 's  stated  expectation  that 
a  PSD  review  is  not  required. 

The  draft  EIS/EIR  also  fails  to  address  how  the  SCAQMD's  PSD  rules  (Rule 
1701  et.  seq.)  will  be  complied  with.  These  rules  and  Federal  regulations  found 
at  40  CFR  5221(c)  provide  limits  to  ambient  increases  in  pollutant 
concentrations  over  baseline  conditions.  Even  with  the  recommended  mitigation 
measures,  ambient  air  concentrations  are  projected  to  exceed  these  allowable 
increments  for  some  parameters.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  should  acknowledge  the 
proponent's  intent  either  to  meet  the  regulatory  limits  or  to  seek  an  exemption 
from  the  requirements. 
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Caiamgnt 

Toxic  Air  Emissions  and  the  Screening  Level  Health  Risk  Assessment  -  In 
general,  the  screening  level  health  risk  assessment  performed  by  Sierra  Research, 
Inc.  is  simplistic  and  undocumented.  Furthermore,  it  concludes  that  toxic  air 
emissions  could  result  in  an  increased  cancer  nsk  of  between  6  and  19  cases  in 
one  million  (p.  97),  levels  that  are  considered  significant  by  some  Federal  and 
State  regulatory  criteria  and  guidelines.  The  conclusion  that  the  cancer  risk  will 
decrease  once  a  more  refined  model  run  can  be  performed  (p.  97)  is 
unsupported  and  leaves  the  issue  open-ended  for  the  draft  EIS/EIR  evaluation. 
Given  the  limited  data  presented  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  there  is  no  way  to 
establish  whether  or  not  toxic  air  emissions  represent  a  significant  problem  and, 
thus,  no  way  to  adequately  evaluate  this  issue.  Specific  comments  on  the 
assumptions  and  methods  used  for  the  health  risk  assessment  are  provided 
below; 
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93  and  137 


•  The  assumptions  used  in  the  analysis  are  either  undocumented  (e.g., 
meteorology  and  receptor  locations)  or  unsupported  (e.g^  selection  of  toxic 
compounds  and  their  landfill  gas  concentrations,  flare  destruction  and 
removal  efficiency  (DRE),  etc.).  Consequently,  it  is  not  possible  to  evaluate 
the  reasonableness  or  conservativeness  of  the  modeling  effort 

•  The  basis  for  the  expected  landfill  gas  concentrations  of  each  toxic 
compound  on  Tables  31  and  32  is  not  provided.  Several  landfill  studies  exist 
that  indicate  wide  ranges  in  the  concentrations  of  toxic  compounds  in  landfill 
gas.  This  issue  should  be  evaluated  and  the  selection  of  appropriate 
concentrations  justified 

•  The  landfill  gas  collection  efficiency  (80%)  and  flare  DRE  (99%)  used  in 
the  analysis  are  unsupported 

•  The  screening  level  health  risk  assessment  does  not  include  an  analysis  of 
acute  or  chronic  noncardnogenic  health  effects  from  toxic  compounds  such 
as  toluene,  chlorobenzene,  etc  Such  an  evaluation  is  a  typical  component  of 
a  health  risk  assessment  and  it  should  be  included  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  or 
its  omission  should  be  justified. 

Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  -  Although  air  quality  impacts  in  the 
Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  represent  a  significant  project  impact,  the  proximity 
of  the  site  to  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument,  a  Class  I  area,  and  the  potential 
air  impacts  to  these  lands  warrant  special  attention.  This  level  of  analysis  does 
not  appear  to  be  provided  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR-  The  draft  EIS/EIR  concludes 
that  the  increase  in  ambient  air  concentrations  will  exceed  the  allowable 
increments  for  a  Class  I  area  for  nitrogen  oxides,  sulfur  dioxide,  and  particulates 
(pp.  93  and  137).  Visibility  within  the  Monument  boundaries  can  be  expected  to 
be  impaired  by  the  increased  atmospheric  loading  of  these  parameters  in 
particular. 
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Comment 

The  draft  EIS/EIR  does  not  do  an  adequate  job  of  describing  the  significance  of 
these  impacts  to  the  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument.  The  purpose  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act  is  to  preserve,  protect,  and  enhance  the  air  quality  in  national  parts, 
national  wilderness  areas,  national  monuments  and  other  areas  of  special  national 
or  regional  recreational,  scenic,  or  historic  value.  To  assure  this  protection,  Pan 
C  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  establishes  maximum  allowable  increases  to 
concentrations  of  certain  pollutants.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  only  briefly  mentions  the 
proximity  of  a  Class  I  area  to  the  project  and  of  the  proposed  impacts.  The 
report  notes  that  the  maximum  allowable  increments  are  expected  to  be 
exceeded  and  indicates  that  these  impacts  win  remain  significant  even  after  all 
proposed  mitigation  measures  have  been  applied.  Impacts  above  the  Clean  Air 
An  increment  levels  to  a  Class  I  area  are  not  permitted  and,  as  such  represent 
a  fatal  flaw  to  the  project. 

Finally,  the  issue  of  visibility  is  introduced  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  but  is  not 
analyzed  other  than  to  state  that  visibility  impacts  will  be  "significant."  This  level 
of  analysis  is  inadequate  for  such  an  important  issue.  Decision-makers  and  the 
public  deserve  a  better  accounting  as  to  bow  much  visibility  reduction  may  occur 
(e.g,  1  mile,  3  miles,  etc)  and  how  this  reduction  may  impact  the  recreational 
value  of  the  Monument. 

Errata  -  Errors  or  inconsistencies  in  the  Appendix  E  text  are  provided  below: 

•  On  Table  19  (p.  74),  the  number  of  container  handlers  and  train  car 
spotters  for  a  single  station  are  identified  as  2  and  1,  respectively.  Why  are 
there  not  14  and  7  (respectively)  of  these  vehicles  for  seven  transfer  stations 
on  Table  20  (p.  75)?  The  fuel  rate  for  rubber-tired  loaders  is  reported  to  be 
6  gal/hr  on  Table  19  and  7  gal/hr  on  Table  20.  Furthermore,  the  calculated 
emissions  for  this  vehicle  on  Table  20  (Le,  906.28  lb/day  NOx,  etc)  do  not 
appear  to  be  correct 

•  Flare  emissions  are  identified  as  mitigated  on  Table  25  (p.  83)  and  Table  33 
(p.  100),  but  are  described  as  unmitigated  on  Table  28  (p.  91). 
Furthermore,  no  explanation  is  provided  as  to  how  the  unmitigated  flare 
emissions  were  derived  on  Table  33  (Le,  308  totvyr  NOx,  etc.).  These 
discrepancies  should  be  resolved 

•  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  is  identified  as  being  over  2  miles  from  the 
project  site  on  p.  94  of  Appendix  E,  yet  elsewhere  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  it  is 
described  as  within  8,000  feet  (about  1.5  miles).  If  the  distance  of  2  miles  is 
incorrect  and  this  value  was  used  to  calculate  ambient  air  concentrations  at 
the  Monument,  are  the  air  concentrations  underestimated? 

•  The  CO  emissions  from  transfer  stations  increases  with  mitigation  on  Table 
34  (p.  132)  from  98  to  109  tons/year.  Is  this  correct?  Because  the  bases  for 
the  mitigation  reductions  are  not  provided  in  the  text,  it  is  not  possible  to 
evaluate  the  accuracy  of  any  of  the  "with  mitigation"  emission  values. 
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69 


70 


71 
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452-456 


72 


73 
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467 


74 


1A 


mci-a 


196 


Comment 

Desert  Tortoise  -  Although  only  two  Desert  Tortoise  sign  were  found  during  the 
field  reconnaissance  (p.  217),  it  is  worth  noting  that  the  project  site  is  located  on 
land  that  provides  tortoise  habitat,  albeit  apparently  low  quality  habitat.  Thus, 
some  minimal  amount  of  "taking"  may  be  occurring  on  the  project  site.  On  this 
basis,  the  conclusion  that  this  represents  no  significant  impact  (p.  235)  is 
unsupported. 

The  population  density  of  100-250  animals  per  square  mile,  which  presumably 
occurs  within  the  10-mile  stretch  of  railroad  right-of-way  that  crosses  the 
Category  1  Desert  Tortoise  habitat,  would  appear  to  represent  a  thriving  tortoise 
community.  It  would  be  useful  to  know  how  large  and  unique  this  designated 
habitat  is  to  help  understand  the  significance  of  the  impacts  and  the  adequacy  of 
the  proposed  mitigation.  If  this  habitat  is  relatively  rare  or  unique,  extraordinary 
mitigation  measures  may  be  appropriate. 

The  Rail-Access  Only  Alternative  still  will  require  the  constfuction  of  a  rail  spur 
and  the  destruction  of  some  Category  3  Desert  Tortoise  habitat.  This,  in  turn, 
will  require  compensation  of  set-aside  habitat,  which  should  be  acknowledged  in 
the  discussion  of  this  project  alternative  (p.  452). 

Bighorn  Sheep  -  The  draft  EIS/ETR  indicates  that  approximately  994  acres  of 
prime  Bighorn  Sheep  range  will  be  lost  due  to  the  project.  The  claim  is  made 
that  this  loss  of  foraging  habitat  is  not  significant  because  abundant  foraging 
habitat  exists  in  the  Eagle  Mountains.  Incrementally,  this  may  be  true,  but  if  the 
objective  is  to  protect  threatened  and  endangered  species  to  the  extent  possible, 
the  concept  of  habitat  loss  should  be  viewed  on  a  cumulative  basis  with  a  goal  of 
no  net  loss.  None  of  the  mitigation  measures  proposed  compensate  for  this  loss 
of  habitat  (e.g^  replacement  habitat,  etc). 

The  644  acres  of  Bighorn  Sheep  habitat  that  will  be  preserved  on-site  does  not 
represent  direct  compensation  for  the  expected  loss  in  habitat,  nor  is  it  apparent 
how  habitat  in  this  close  proximity  to  a  major  landfill  operation  could  be 
categorized  as  "high  quality,"  as  is  done  on  p.  456. 

Although  wetland  impacts  are  described  in  sections  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (for 
example  when  discussing  impacts  to  the  Nelson  Bighorn  Sheep),  no  quantity 
estimates  are  provided  of  areas  of  wetlands  to  be  disturbed.  The  report  should 
address  the  impacts  to  wetlands  by  defining  and  calculating  acreage  affected.  The 
draft  EIS/EIR  also  should  describe  any  determinations  made  by  the  Corp  of 
Engineers  and  the  permit  and  review  process  anticipated  to  secure  a  Corp  of 
Engineers  404  Permit. 


Errata 
one. 


No  legend  has  been  provided  for  Figure  57a  (p.  196).  Please  provide 
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Comment 

Tbe  discussion  of  tipping  fees  in  the  draft  es/EIR  (p.  476)  provides  no  basis  for 
third-party  evaluation.  Tipping  fees  of  S1&50  per  ton  (Los  Angeles,  1990)  are 
compared  with  expected  fees  of  $45.00  per  ton  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 
Tbe  sources  of  these  numbers  are  not  referenced  or  justified,  so  their  accuracy 
cannot  be  determined.  ' 
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ESfi?M  Comment 

245  Figure  63  (p.  2451  -  The  following  comments  regarding  this  figure  are  offered; 

•  The  site  is  not  delineated 

•  No  reference  is  made  to  wells  MW-*,  MW-5,  and  MW-6  in  the  ten.  Are 
these  existing  wells? 

•  Borehole  locations  for  BH-1  and  BH-3  are  barer/  discemable  on  the 
geologic  map.  These  should  be  identified  more  clearly 

•  Fracture  attitude  symbols  noted  on  the  map  should  conform  to  USGS 
standards 

•  A  geologic  cross-section  through  MW-1,  East  Pit,  and  MW-3  would  help 
clarify  geology/hydrogeology. 

249-250  Faults  -  It  does  not  appear  as  though  the  faults  that  cut  through  the  project 
area  have  been  examined  in  any  detail  (p.  249).  The  fact  that  the  alluvium  does 
not  appear  to  be  offset  at  one  specific  location  does  not  mean  that  the  fault  or 
the  fault  system  necessarily  is  inactive.  A  more  detailed  study  of  the  faults  cutting 
through  the  site  should  be  performed  to  ensure  that  they  are  non-Holocene  in 
age. 

Also,  a  more  detailed  map  of  the  East  Pit  would  help  greatly  in  understanding 
the  relationship  between  faults,  fracture  joints,  and  geologic  units. 

Finally,   have   the   photolineaments   been   examined   in   the   field?   Do   the 
photolineamcnts  correspond  to  known  faults? 
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£28*151  Comment 

General  Documentation  -  The  visual  resource  analysis  and  evaluation  of  impact 
significance  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  reportedly  are  performed  in  accordance  with 
the  BLM's  "Visual  Resource  Management  System."  This  document  is,  not  cited 
in  the  reference  section  (Section  DC),  nor  is  any  description  of  the  BLM 
assessment  methodology  provided  in  the  text.  Consequently,  there  is  no  way  to 
assess  the  accuracy  and  adequacy  of  this  draft  EIS/EIR  section. 

Without  a  copy  of  the  BLM  document,  it  is  not  possible  to  evaluate  the  assigned 
classifications  presented  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  including  landscape  scenic  quality 
ratings,  visual  contrast,  viewer  sensitivity,  and  visual  resource  management  class. 
However,  visual  resource  assessment  techniques  generally  are  considered  to  be 
somewhat  subjective  and  imperfect  tools.  Therefore,  it  is  appropriate  to  infuse 
common  sense  and  professional  judgment  into  the  evaluation  process.  The 
following  comments  reflect  this  common  sense  approach. 

258-265  Assignment  of  "Scenic  Ratings"  -  Scenic  ratings  are  assigned  to  several 
landforms  surrounding  the  project  without  a  discussion  of  the  criteria  used  to 
generate  the  rating.  In  general,  the  regional  landscape  character  is  described  as 
having  "sweeping  panoramic  views  [with)  daily  changes  in  lighting,  sun  angles, 
shadow  patterns,  colors,  and  the  dynamic  skyscape:  storms,  cloud  formations, 
sunrises,  sunsets,  and  starry  nights"  (p.  258).  The  desert  attracts  visitors  and  is 
appreciated  for  its  striking,  yet  subtle,  landforms  and  general  lack  of  visual 
"clutter."  Yet  despite  these  considerations,  the  landscape  generally  was;  assigned 
scenic  quality  ratings  of  medium  to  low  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

It  is  especially  noteworthy  that  the  existing  mining  area  is  described  as  creating 
an  apparently  beneficial  "significant  visual  variety  to  the  scenic  quality  of  the 
area"  (p.  265).  Furthermore,  the  existing  mining  area  is  assigned  a  visual  quality 
rating  of  low,  the  same  rating  assigned  to  undisturbed  basins,  bajadas,  dunes,  and 
dry  lakes.  While  the  concept  of  variety  is  certainty  important  in  the  context  of 
visual  resources,  it  is  not  clear  how  the  existing  man-made  mining  intrusion  can 
be  comparable  to  the  undisturbed  landscape,  as  the  assignment  of  scenic  ratings 
appears  to  imply. 

492-514  Visibility  Versus  Visual  Resources  -  Although  the  value  of  a  visual  resource  is  a 
direct  function  of  its  visibility,  no  serious  discussion  of  visibility  degradation  from 
the  significant  air  quality  impacts  is  provided  in  either  this  section  or  the  air 
quality  section  (Section  IV.D).  Visual  resources  in  the  area  are  likely  to  be 
impacted  much  more  significantly  by  the  loss  in  visual  clarity  from  key 
observation  points  that  extend  up  to  11  miles,  than  from  the  observation  of 
landfill  activities  (rather  than  mining  activities  or  mine-scarred  land)  from  these 
distant  viewpoints.  This  is  particularly  true  for  an  area  of  existing  high  quality 
visibility,  such  as  surrounds  the  site,  and  for  areas  where  a  primary  attraction  is 
visual  aesthetics,  such  as  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  (see  comment  in  "Air 
Quality"  section).  Furthermore,  the  air  pollutants  that  will  cause  the  significant 
air  quality  impacts  (Le.,  particulates,  NOx,  and  SOJ,  are  the  same  ones  that 
contribute  most  to  visibility  reduction. 


10-1 


i  m u i  m ii  i  n  1 1 1 ii 1 1". u u i.i.i> 1 1 1 n 1 1 1 nwwrriw 


DOCUMENT  0139 


88 


COESEECEli 

Number 


10-4 


EIS/EIR 
Section/  Appendix 

IVJ.l 


492-*95 


89 


10-5 


IVJ3J 
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Comment 

Impacts  on  Visual  Resources  -  The  visual  impact  analysis  (pp.  492-493)  focuses 
on  the  visual  impact  of  the  completed  landfill,  which  understandably  would  be 
expected  to  represent  an  improvement  over  the  present  disturbed  conditions. 
However,  the  report  should  more  dearly  acknowledge  that  operations  similar  in 
scope  and  magnitude  to  the  previous  mining  operations  will  be  visible,  to  some 
extent,  for  the  next  1 15  years  until  expected  landfill  closure.  Furthermore,  this 
impact  should  be  contrasted  with  the  referenced  "approved  Kaiser  Mine 
Reclamation  Plan,"  which  one  would  assume  contains  substantial  requirements 
for  the  visual  improvement  of  the  site.  If  land  reclamation  is  required  pursuant 
to  this  plan,  then  the  "no  action  alternative"  may  not  necessarily  leave  the  existing 
visual  degradation  intact,  as  assumed  by  the  draft  EIS/EIR  (pp.  76  and  495). 

Tree-Planting  Program  -  The  tree-planting  program  proposed  as  a  mitigation 
measure  (p.  512)  is  an  appropriate  and  valuable  requirement  for  the  project 
proponent.  However,  the  draft  EIS/EIR  states  that  "it  is  expected  that  tree 
planting  would  again  occur"  and  does  not  commit  MRC  to  any  specific 
requirements  or  a  plan  of  action  (e.g.,  planting  a  specific  number  of  trees  or 
providing  landscaping  on  common  grounds).  The  document  appears  to  imply 
that  these  activities  will  be  undertaken  by  the  new  town  inhabitants.  Specific 
commitments  and  implementation  requirements  for  this  mitigation  measure 
should  be  defined  more  clearly  in  this  section. 

Night  Lighting  -  The  mitigation  measures  that  will  be  used  to  reduce  the  impact 
of  night  lighting  are  sound,  but  there  is  no  way  to  determine  whether  or  not 
significant  impacts  will  remain.  Only  an  arbitrary  criterion  of  significance  is 
provided  (Le.,  "full  floodlighting  of  facilities"  is  considered  significant  -  p.  518). 
Given  the  proximity  of  the  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  and  the  evidence 
that  lights  from  previous  mining  operations  were  visible  for  up  to  70  miles  (p. 
518),  this  issue  warrants  further  analysis. 
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Comment 

References  for,  or  descriptions  of,  the  models  used  to  estimate  noise  levels  fe  t. 
the  Wyie  Train  Noise  Model  and  toe  FHWA  Highway  Traffic  Noise  Prediction 
Model)  are  not  provided  in  the  draft  EIS/HR  or  associated  Appendix  H 
Therefore,  it  is  not  possible  to  evaluate  the  appropriateness  of  these 
methodologies  or  the  accuracy  of  the  results. 

The  effects  of  noise  generated  by  the  project  on  the  Desert  Tortoise  are  slated 
to  be  not  significant  (p.  561).  This  conclusion  is  not  supported  by  the  related 
Noise  Technical  Report  (Appendix  H;  p.  20),  which  states  that  the  "effects  of 
railroad  noise  on  desert  tortoises  are  currently  not  known,  and  a  more  detailed 
research  should  be  conducted  so  that  the  effects  of  railroad  noise  on  the  desen 
tortoise  population  can  be  understood.' 
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Comment 
Number 

12-1 


QS/EIR 
Section/Appendix 

IV.O.lJ 


572 
80 


Comment 

It  is  not  dear  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  what  constitutes  a  wasteful,  inefficient,  or 
unnecessary  consumption  of  energy.  Energy  consumption  by  landfill  operations 
(including  transportation)  is  characterized  as  a  necessary  cost  because  the 
declining  availability  of  landfill  capacity  near  waste  sources  dictates  the  use  of 
distant  landfills.  Nevertheless,  energy  consumption  for  the  project  is  compared  to 
"conventional"  landfills  in  the  areas  of  the  refuse  source  (p.  572),  which  are 
found  to  be  123%  more  energy  efficient. 

On  page  80  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR,  the  Eagle  Mountain  and  Blythe  remote  rail 
haul  projects  are  described  as  ranking  highest  in  terms  of  fuel  consumption  and 
air  emissions  from  waste  transport.  The  Amboy  rail  haul  project  will  have  much 
lower  consumption  related  to  rail  transportation  (which  comprises  28%  of  the 
Eagle  Mountain  project)  due  to  its  shorter  travel  distances  and  fewer  grades. 
These  comparisons  indicate  that  there  are  more  energy  efficient  alternatives  to 
the  proposed  project  and,  by  comparison,  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  may 
indeed  constitute  an  "inefficient  consumption  of  energy." 
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EIS/EIR 
Section/ Appendix 


95 


~J2PM?l  Comment 

General  Toe  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  in  an  EIS/ETR  is  intended  to  focus 
decisionmakers  on  impacts  that  may  be  less  than  significant  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  individual  project  but,  when  considered  in  the  context  of  other  existing 
and  planned  actions,  may  cumulatively  be  significant.  The  draft  EIS/E[R  (Section 
V)  concludes  that  the  project  will  not  result  in  any  significant  cumulative 
environmental  impacts.  No  criteria  for.  what  constitutes  a  significant  cumulative 
impact  are  provided  and  the  individual  descriptions  generally  conclude  that 
because  the  project  impacts  are  less  than  significant,  then  so  are  the  cumulative 
impacts. 

In  general,  the  draft  EIS/ETR  provides  an  adequate  description  of  the  activities 
(including  the  proposed  project)  that  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts.  However, 
the  resultant  conclusions  that  cumulative  impacts  are  not  significant  constitute 
subjective  judgments  on  the  pan  of  the  report's  authors.  Further  consideration 
(independent  from  the  arbitrary  conclusions  in  the  draft  EIS/ETR)  is  warranted 
to  determine  whether  or  not  impacts  such  as  the  accelerated  overdraft  of 
groundwater  resources,  incremental  loss  of  protected  species  habitat,  and 
increased  traffic  (with  its  associated  noise  and  visual  intrusion)  contribute 
significantly  to  overall  and  long-term  cumulative  losses  to  the  community  and  the 
region. 


13-1 


DOCUMENT  0140 


/T£5Z&-/3*y 


7Y&-7S 


MR.  HUGH  L  COCHRAN 
1S895PA1MDR.  14 
OCSHTH0TSfGS.  I 


^i_^£_ 


® 


DOCUMENT  0140 


/& 


i 


K 


I 

■(■: 

:■:■: 

I 


_^_^^ 


Jirv-lrSZ-* T  &t1__ 


•:•:■: 


DOCUMENT  0140 


1 

I 

■■:■ 


>:* 


S/^i~^.    ^^t-H^T^^l 


C4^L 


_^r>^ 


£T>~L« 


-/, 


J?  s^//    ike  3% 


r^v-c — £5f 


DOCUMENT  0140 


— J&i£i?5ti/$ 


Wf- 


<££&^§&=4£££Z1 


~-^**~<r  _C7\ 


DOCUMENT'  0140 


w 


m.MiMmM|i.i|^ 


DOCUMENT  0140 


1 


$ 


.1.1,1.1.1  M.MI.I.I.I.I.M.M.M.I.I.M^I 


l''.'.'.'l.'.''.'.'.".».».'.'.V.l.l.'.'.'.'.W.1 

.-  "-.    ■    ■.-.     ■  ■       ..        >  .. 

:■----'■■■••■■ 


i^^^^mMmsmmmmmm 


DOCUMENT  0141 


Susan  Lunn 
6025  Dai  sy  Ave 
29  Palms 
CA.  92277 


Federal  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  2000 
N.  Palm  Springs 
CA  92258-2000 

Dear  Sir  /Madam  . 


I 


£ 


I  am  strongly  opposed  to  the  proposed  landfill  at  Eagle  Mountain  . 
From  what  I  understand  ,  this  will  be  a  CI  ass  2  land-fill  bordering 
a  Class  1  air  quality  zone  .  Landfills  are  known  to  put  pollutants 
into  the  air  and  those  pollutants  will  blow  Into  the  Joshua  Tree 
National  Monument  and  i  ts  ne  i  ghbour  i  ng  towns  .  This  means  that  the 
proposed  landfill  will  be  violating  the  Clean  Air  Act  .  Ten  years 
ago  a  person  could  go  to  Key's  Yiew  In  the  monument  and  see  all  the 
way  to  the  Sal  ton  sea  ,  today  ,if  you  are  lucky  ,  you  can  see  all 
the  way  to  Palm  Springs  .  The  desert  has  been  punished  enough  with 
L.A.'s  smog  , please  do  not  punish  it  again  with  southern 
Cal  i  f orn  i  a's  trash  . 

Yours  sincerely 

Susan  Lunn  . 
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STAT*  Of  CALIFOJN1A— THE  WESOUlCtS  AGENCY 


Kit  WILSON.  Governor 


DEPARTMENT  OF  CONSERVATION 

DIVISION  Of  ADMJNISTIATIVE  SEBVICES 
DIVISION  OF  MINES  AND  GEOLOGY 
DIVISION  OF  Oil  AND  GAS 
DIVISION  OF  If  CYCLING 


Jeannette  Roberts 
Kaiser  Steel  Resources,  Inc. 
8300  Utica  Avenue,  Suite  301 
Rancho  Cucamonga,  CA   917  3  0 


September  17,  1991 


1416  Ninth  Sirtel 

SACIAMENTO.  CA   95814 

TDD  |?l«|  3743555 

ATS5  454  J555 

(916)     322-1080 


-/; 


Dear  Ms.  Roberts: 

On  September  16,  1991,  our  office 
Report  and  $100.00  reporting  fee  f 
operation.   Public  Resources  Code 
as  ".  .  .to  curtail  for  a  period 
operations  by  more  than  90  percent 
annual  mineral  production,  with  th 
mining  operations  at  a  future  date 
prior  to  1990  and  do  not  intend  to 
not  required  to  file  an  annual  rep 
Reclamation  Act  (SMARA) . 


received  a  Mining  Operation  Annual 
or  the  Kaiser  Eagle  Mountain  mining 
Section  2727.1  defines  an  idle  mine 
of  one  year  or  more  surface  mining 
of  the  operation's  previous  maximum 
i    intent  to  resume  those  surface 
"   Mines  that  ceased  operations 
resume  operations,  therefore,  are 
ort  under  the  Surface  Mining  and 


Additionally,  you  should  be  aware  that  Public  Resources  Code  Section 
2770(h)  requires  operators  to  commence  reclamation  in  accordance  with 
the  reclamation  plan  within  one  year  of  the  date  that  the  operation 
ceases. 

Based  on  a  telephone  conversation  between  you  and  Tim  Kustic  of 
our  staff,  it  appears  that  the  above  operation  has  ceased  mining 
activities  with  no  intent  to  resume,  and  that  an  annual 
report/reporting  fee  is  not  required.   In  order  to  refund  your 
reporting  fee,  it  is  necessary  for  this  Office  to  have  a  letter  from 
you  stating  when  the  mining  operations  at  this  facility  ended,  and 
that  there  are  no  plans  to  resume  operations. 

If  you  have  any  questions  about  this  matter,  please  feel  free  to 
contact  our  office  at  (916)  323-9198. 


Sincerely, 


i 


3: 


DJ0:efh 

cc:   Roger  Streeter,  Planning  Director  r 
County  of  Riverside 


Dennis  J.  O'Bryant,  Chief 
Office  of  Mine  Reporting  and 
Reclamation  Compliance 
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COUNTY  SANITATION  DISTRICTS 

DF  LDS  ANGELES   COUNTY 


1955  Workman  Mill  Road,  Whittier,  CA  90601-4998 
Mailing  Address:  RQ  Box  4998,  Whittier,  CA  90607-4998 
Telephone:  (213)  699-7411,  (213)  685-5217 
Fax:  (213)  695-6139 


CHARLES  W.  CARRY 
Chief  Engineer  and  General  Manager 

September  20,  1991 
File  No.  31R-100.20 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs  -  South  Coast  R.A. 

63-500  Garnet  Ave. 

P.O.  Box  2000 

N.  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

Dear  Sir  or  Madam: 


Comments  on  the  July  1991  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  the 

Proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project 

Specific  Plan  #252.  State  Clearinghouse  No.  8908413 

The  Sanitation  Districts  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/ 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIS/EIR)  on  the  Proposed  Eagle  Mountain  LandGll  Project.  The 
Sanitation  Districts  operate  a  regional  solid  waste  management  system  within  Los  Angeles  County 
and  provide  for  the  wastewater  collection,  treatment,  and  disposal  needs  of  approximately  four  million 
residents  in  78  cities  and  substantial  portions  of  unincorporated  territory.  The  Sanitation  Districts 
are  actively  pursuing  the  development  of  a  multi-faceted,  balanced  solid  waste  management  system 
which  includes  an  array  of  techniques  to  divert  waste  from  land  disposal  for  beneficial  uses  as  well 
as  precision  of  requisite  disposal  capacity  for  residual  waste.  The  Sanitation  Districts  are  pursuing 
potential  disposal  capacity  both  within  Los  Angeles  County  through  expansion  of  existing  landfill  sites 
and  siting  of  new  in-county  landfills,  as  well  as  through  utilization  of  remote  disposal  sites  suitable 
for  rail  transportation  of  waste  such  as  the  Proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Project 

Presented  below  are  the  Sanitation  Districts'  specific  comments  on  the  project  alternatives 
and  on  three  of  the  impact  analysis  categories;  air  quality  impacts,  biological  resources  impacts,  and 
noise  impacts. 

Alternatives:   Chapter  n 

In  Section  n.G.2.b,  Proposed  Landfills/Expansions  of  Existing  Landfills  in  Counties  Where 
Waste  is  Generated,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  indicates  that,  within  Los  Angeles  County,  only  the  Puente 
Hills  Landfill,  operated  by  the  Sanitation  Districts,  and  the  Sunshine  Canyon  Landfill,  operated  by 
Browning-Ferris  Industries,  have  expansion  potential.  Three  other  landfills  within  Los  Angeles 
County  have  expansion  potential.  The  Bradley  West  Landfill  operated  by  Waste  Management,  Inc. 
has  an  expansion  potential  of  approximately  11  million  tons.  The  Chiquita  Canyon  Landfill  operated 
by  Laidiaw  Waste  Systems  has  an  expansion  potential  of  approximately  30  million  tons.  The  Scholl 
Canyon  Landfill  operated  by  the  Sanitation  Districts  has  an  expansion  potential  of  six  million  tons. 
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The  Draft  EIS/EIR,  in  Section  ELG.lb,  evaluates  the  proposed  Elsmere  Canyon  Landfill  as 
a  potential  alternative  to  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill,  but  in  Section  E.H.1,  dismisses  potential 
landfills  at  Towsley  Canyon,  Blind  Canyon,  and  Mission-Rustic-Sullivan  Canyons  because  of  limited 
capacities  and  inadequate  information  regarding  the  sites.  The  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  the  proposed 
Elsmere  Canyon  Landfill  is  not  complete  and  has  not  yet  been  released  for  review.  Only  a  limited 
amount  of  preliminary  information  is  available  on  the  site  at  this  time.  Conversely,  the  August  1990 
Draft  Program  EIR  for  the  Integrated  Solid  Waste  Management  System  for  Los  Angeles  County 
presented  an  in-depth  environmental  analysis  of  the  potential  landfill  projects  at  Towsley  Canyon, 
Blind  Canyon,  and  Mission-Rustic-Sullivan  Canyons.  In  addition,  the  proposed  Towsley  Canyon 
Landfill  has  a  capacity  of  225  million  tons,  while  the  proposed  Elsmere  Canyon  Landfill  has  a  capacity 
of  190  million  tons.  The  potential  landfill  projects  at  Towsley  Canyon,  Blind  Canyon,  and  Mission- 
Rustic-Sullivan  Canyons  should  be  removed  from  Section  HH  and  should  be  evaluated  in  greater 
detail  in  Section  II.G.Zb. 

Air  Quality  Impacts:   Section  IV.n 

In  order  to  present  a  complete  and  more  accurate  analysis  of  air  quality  impacts  from  landfill 
gas  flares,  several  inconsistencies  require  correction  and  additional  information  is  required.  The 
inconsistencies  for  the  most  part  revolve  around  the  discussion  on  the  proposed  utilization  of  an 
oxidation  catalyst  and  urea  injection  system  as  emission  control  equipment  on  the  landfill  gas  flares. 
These  devices  are  discussed  in  some  areas  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  technical  report  as  "mitigation 
measures"  and  other  areas  as  "part  of  project  design".  This  leads  to  considerable  confusion  regarding 
the  comparisons  of  no  project  impacts,  project  impacts  without  mitigation  measures  and  project 
impact  with  mitigation  measures.  To  date  oxidation  catalysts  and  urea  injection  systems  have  not 
been  employed  on  landfill  gas  flares  and  the  proposed  use  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  Project  is 
speculative,  at  best  As  acknowledged  on  page  382  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  these  systems  may  not  be 
commercially  available  even  at  some  future  point  in  time  when  required  and  the  applicant  is  actually 
only  committing  to  study  the  feasibility  of  these  control  devices  in  the  future.  Both  the  Draft 
EIS/ETR  and  technical  report  note  that  if  these  devices  are  not  available,  the  applicant  intends  to 
submit  "revised  applications  reflecting  higher  emission  rates  from  the  flares".  However,  almost  all  of 
the  analyses  of  impacts  concern  only  the  case  where  these  devices  are  assumed  to  be  employed.  Flare 
emission  rates  without  the  use  of  an  oxidation  catalyst  and  urea  injection  should  be  disclosed  in  the 
air  quality  analysis.  Clearly,  it  is  not  fair  to  characterize  the  speculative  use  of  these  devices  as  being 
an  integral  part  of  the  "project  design"  or  even  a  feasible  mitigation  measure.  Therefore,  Table  25, 
26,  30,  31  and  39  and  Figures  79  through  88  need  to  be  revised  to  reflect  that  the  "no  project" 
emissions  from  flares  are  equal  to  the  "project"  emissions  from  flares  without  mitigation  measures. 
The  Final  EIS/EIR  should  also  fully  evaluate  the  ambient  air  quality  impacts  if  the  use  of  an 
oxidation  catalyst  and  urea  injection  system  should  prove  infeasible. 

It  should  also  be  noted  when  making  revisions  that  on  page  382  the  discussion  of  an  oxidation 
catalyst  involves  a  capability  of  an  80  percent  reduction  in  CO  emissions,  whereas  the  analysis 
apparently  assumed  90  percent  reduction. 
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Biological  Resources  Imparts:   Section  TV.rc 

...  pf  Cti°n  m^^b  ide°tifies  a  community  of  California  leaf-nosed  bats,  a  California  Species  of 
Special  Concern,  which  are  roosting  in  an  on-site  mining  tunnel,  located  within  S2S 

SSLSK'oSS-  t'Mter*e  mouth  °f  *e  fining  SSSffSfi'SS 

SL  the  Draft  HS^  "■  T^0"  meaSUrC  f°f  *"  ^^  loss  of  this  bat  roosting 

place,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  proposes,  in  Section  IV.GAa,  to  construct  a  large  diameter  r„imn««f 

concrete  sewer  pipe  through  the  refuse  to  permit  the  continued  ^e  of The  mme  tunne^ba 
roostmg  pkce.  The chimney  is  proposed  to  be  extended  in  sections  as  the  leve/of  3»  tel£ 
a  vertical  distance  of  several  hundred  feet  increases 

th»,  .    ^i00  thC  Sanitfion  Districts  tensive  landfill  operations  experience,  it  would  be  unlikelv 

created *SS2??  T*  T  pipe  could  resist  <he  lar^  forces  SEpKK 
created  by  the  differential  settlement  which  will  occur  at  the  landfill.  Settlement  of  up  to  30n™t 

can  be  expected  due  to  the  biological  degradation  of  the  refuse  and  the  time  de^endem  «riEE 

of  the  refuse  under  its  own  weight  In  addition,  it  would  appear  that  a  fiflun  taScS3taS3S 

would  be  a  mechanism  for  uncontrolled  venting  of  landfiU  gas  to  the^SsSS  and TtoThe 

SlteST?   ? would rpact the bats- A Mure ta the p-p^ SSSJTlf £ 

to  the  mtroduction  of  oxygen  from  the  atmosphere  into  the  landfflTpossibly  leadine  to  TJobk 
composting  In  addition,  a  failure  in  the  integrity  of  the  'AbBB^/^S^S^i^S^ 
the  top  and/or  bottom  hner,  providing  a  conduit  through  which  Achate,  if  gentat<£  could Eg£ 

Noise  Impacts:   Section  TVI. 

,.  .   h°V" the  pas' ten  yeani  £he  Sanitation  Districts  have  utilized  a  landfill  operations  noise  model 
which  has  been  grated  with  actual  noise  measurements  of  the  working  are!  at  SStaSS 

ZI    finyrthe  Samtatl0n  DiStriCtS-  ReSultS  of  this  model  ^cate  that  theToil  noise^e S 
7  ~SS  S^ST^  ?*> ?  "  °  WDSiderabte  overestimation  of  the  to^n-s^ '|££ 

operations  noise  level.  The  Sanitation  Districts  estimate  total  on-site  landfill  operations  noise 
emission  level  at  50  feet  would  be  approximately  95  dBA,  even  taking  into  conTderaSTn ™ -Z 
container  handling  vehicles  present  at  the  working  face.  ucrauon  scrapers  and 
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If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  this  matter,  please  contact  the  undersigned  at  the  above 
hsted  telephone  numbers. 

Very  truly  yours, 
Charles  W.  Carry 


Donald  S.  Nellor 

Planning/Engineering  Section  Head 
Solid  Waste  Management  Department 


DSN:jas 
Attachment 

cc:      County   of   Riverside 
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ATTACHMENT  1 

REVISIONS  TO  TABLE  24,  APPENDIX  E 

OF  THE  DRAFT  EIS/EIR  FOR  THE 
EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  PROJECT 


Criteria  Pollutants  emission  rates  from  the  landfill  gas  flares  at  the  Puente  Hills  Landfill ; 
tested  by  Carnot  during  July  1990. 


1 


Criteria 
Pollutant 

NO, 

CO 

ROG 

so2 

PM„ 


Emission  Rate 
flb/MMBtu^' 

0.062 

0.010 

0.010 

0.012 

0.025 


The  Sanitation  Districts  are  currently  testing  a  new  state-of-the-art  high  capacity  flare. 
Preliminary  results  indicate  substantially  lower  emission  rates  than  the  rates  presented 
here. 
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Sierra 
Club 


73oPolkStreet  San  Francisco.  CA  94109  415-776-2211  Fax:415-776-0350 


Elden  Hughes 

14045  Honeysuckle  Lane 

Whittier,  CA  90604 

213  941-5306 

September  23,  1991 


2 
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0  S  Departmenmt  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs  RA 

63-500  Garnet  Ave 

P.O.  Box  2000 

N.  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258 

Comments  on  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project 

Background:   The  EIR/EIS  for  the  Eagle  Mouantain  Proposed  Landill 
project  has  been  completed.   The  project  proposal  is  to  haul 
approximately  16,000  tones  of  compacted  trash  by  rail  and 
approximately  4,000  tons  by  truck  (200  RT/day)  each  day.   There 
are  multiple  concerns.   I  wish  to  comment  on  wildlife  and 
air  quality. 

The  Sierra  Club  Desert  Committee  has  great  concerns  about  the 
Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  because  of  impacts  on  Joshua  Tree 
National  Monument,  wildlife,  air  quality  and  an  inadequate  EIS/EIR. 

(1).  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  is  given  the  task  of 
monitoring  blown  trash.   The  operator  would  then  cleanup  the 
blown  trash,  but  the  Park  Service  would  have  to  monitor  the 
cleanup.   Blown  trash  could  impact  100,000  acres  of  wilderness 
inside  the  Monument.   How  to  effectively  monitor  and  cleanup  is 
not  addressed.   These  are  designated  wilderness  areas. 

(2)  Thus  far,  all  landfills  have  supported  raven 
populations.   Ravens  prey  on  subadult  tortoises.   Two  very  high 
density  populations  of  tortoises  are  within  Joshua  Tree  National 
Monument.   The  populations  are  disease  free  and  live  in  pristine 
wilderness.   These  populations  will  likely  be  very  important  to 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  tortoise  recovery  program.  Although  the 
need  for  raven  control  is  mentioned  in  the  EIS/EIR,  the  means  of 
its  accomplishment  is  not  set  forth.   The  tortoise  populations 
within  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  are  not  acknowledged. 
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(3)  The  most  likely  blown  trash  will  be  light  plastic  film 
bags  etc.   These  have  been  eaten  by  tortoises  and  are  believed  to 
have  caused  tortoises  to  die.   This  danger  has  not  be  addressed 
in  the  EIR/EIS. 

(4)  The  California  leaf -nosed  bat  (Cal  listed  catagory  2) 
lives  in  an  adit  at  the  bottom  of  a  pit.   This  pit  will  be  filled 
and  access  for  the  bat  is  to  be  provided  by  a  concrete  pipe 
chimney.   Nowhere  does  the  EIS/EIR  address  the  likelyhood  of 
gases  forming  in  the  buried  adit.   The  length  of  the  chimney  is 
not  stated,  but  I  understand  it  will  be  700  feet  vertical. 

(5)  Air  quality  is  inadequately  addressed.   Trains  and 
trucks  using  alternative  fuels  should  be  considered  by  the 
EIS/EIR.   Blowing  dust  and  litter  should  receive  more  attention. 
The  gas  formation  of  landfills  is  not  addressed  or  mitigated. 

(6)  Recycling  and  source  reduction  are  not  addressed 
adequately  in  the  EIS/EIR. 


Sincerely, 


Elden  Hughes 

Chair 

Sierra  Club  SCNRCC 

Desert  Committee 
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memorandum 


To: 


Area  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Palm  Springs,  South 
Coast  Resource  Area 


<ts»a 


From:  Associate  Regional  Director,  Resource  Management  and  Plannino 

Western  Region  a' 


Subject: 


fDEIS)MOUntain  L3"^11  Pr°ject,  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


SrnmpnT31  H^  ^^  (NPS)  ^  ^"^  *»  SUbJeCt  DE1S  «*  finds  that  this 

document  under-rep  resents  the  potential  impacts  to  Joshua  Tree  National 

alLTunit  anedweo?HSRt0  *!  Pr°rrty  °f  "*  Pr°iect  to  the  m°nument,  a  Class  I  air 
quality  unit,  and  World  Biosphere  Reserve,  as  well  as  designated  wilderness  are 
low-keyed,  understated,  and  in  some  areas,  failures  to  report  avaiS  d^a.   Critical 
wSheaSnnUCh  "♦  VJOlati0n  °f  air  qUaJity  ««  rec°9nition  of  the  significance  oAmpaS 
o^  thirdTcSmentmrt,9at°n  ^  ""**  ^^^  reS°UrCeS  « '  Seri0US  *™£S* 

On  September  12   1989,  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  submitted  a  letter  to  the 
^H,'leHC0Unty  Plannin9  ^P-^-nt  for  the  purpose  of  issue  identification  at  a 
scheduled  scoping  meeting.   We  believe  this  list  still  represents  the  issues  of 

nnmmTt     '*?"?'  impaCtS  tD  monument  resources.   The  following  are  specific 
comments  on  the  document  H       fc 

AIR  QUAUTY 

The  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  is  proposed  to  be  located  less  than  two  miles 
from  the  nearest  boundary  of  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument,  a  mandatory  oSs  I 
clean  air  area  designated  under  the  Clean  Air  Act  (42  USC  7401  et  sea )    The  Clean 
At  Act  g,ves  the  Federal  Land  Manager  (the  Assistant  Secret^  SS^mSST 
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adverse  impacted ^PdLon    AqSv^hX  ^-^  VaiU6S  (AQRV'S>  fr°™ 
water  quality,  culturaJ  and Eric  cbScte  ^  IT'**  pl™'  animaJs'  soils- 
health.   The  Clean  Air  Act  ISpSe^  eXo^'^SisS  ^^^ 
allowable  increases  (increments^  hpv/nnn  hLLT„  established  maximuim 

nitrogen  oxides,  and  T^cS^eMo^^^^0^  of  s^r  dioxide, 

oZVT,T^oLT H SSS^^  impaCte  from  --ons  of  nitrogen 
(the  other  mafo pS 'r  J  gSS?^S  SSL°?!5  md  r8acflvw  hydr°c^ons 
alternative,  and  the  rail  access  on^LJ^PPfed.aCt,°n'  ^  reduced  operations 
increments  for  nitrogen  oxS  slf EST  Of?"*  exceedances  *  th.  Class  . 
mitigation,  at  Joshua  Tre »  Nati'oS  I  ma i  ^ fine,Particulates,  with  or  without 
Class  II  increment  nSSanSoL  KiT  .  *  'S  n°  informati°n  on  possible 
Class  I  increments,^  wS ^cMoT^  ^l  J*****™0*  °f  one  °r  more 
lead  to  disapproval  ^S^SS^S^S^!^^  T™  technoi°9y.  should 

saasraKSpSSSSE  SST ' 

only  be  implemented  if  !S  S.  „        *  em,ss,ons-   However,  that  measure  would 
dayy(An  energTrecUery^sv^m"  ?2  22? °n  eXC8eded  50  million  cubic  *«  P« 

generation  r^e  ZtZZTmt^^teTo^T^  1°^  *  *"""  "*»  gaS 

monoxide  and  reactive  hvdroSrhon  ™  ,      P       ay'   These  ^  Pnmarily  carbon 

wS^^  --y  „  they  plants 

a  secondary  pollutant  which  impacts  pubSatth  tic ?ZZf    Ct£0rS  t0  °2°ne' 
oxidized  in  the  atmosphere  to  A^SSSb^S^JS^         Y  "*  ^ 
visibility  reduction  and  thev  are  nrpTnLl     f  nrtraJes-  which  are  a  major  cause  of 
deposiL  or  ^K^SJK?;  to  aad  precipitation  -  either  as  dry 
vegetation,  or  in  bcdiel  SwaTer  S  dilS    nl?J  S  "l"9  dep0sited  on  land- 
will  emit  significant  counts  of  nrSgenoSs  ^  Pr°P°Sed  landfi"  project 
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The  National  Park  Service  has  conducted  visibility  and  ozone  monitoring  at  Joshua 
Tree  National  Monument  for  more  than  ten  years.  The  ozone  NAAQS  have  been 
exceeded  at  least  once  per  year  at  Joshua  Tree  for  the  past  several  years.   There 
were  three  exceedances  in  July  1991  alone.   Ozone  concentrations  exceed  .08  parts 
per  million  most  of  the  year.   Visible  injury  to  sensitive  vegetation  can  occur  at  that 
concentration,  and  visible  injury  has  been  observed  on  one  ozone  sensitive  species  - 
squaw  brush  (rhus  trilcbata)  -  at  Joshua  Tree.   The  proposed  project  would  emit 
significant  amounts  of  nitrogen  oxides  and  reactive  hydrocarbons,  thus  exacerbating 
the  existing  problem  at  Joshua  Tree.   A  biomonitoring  program  is  being  implemented 
at  the  monument  to  identify  additional  species  of  ozone-sensitive  plants,  and  to  see  if 
they  are  adversely  impacted  by  present  ozone  concentrations. 

With  regard  to  visibility,  the  Federal  Land  Manager  has  certified  to  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (EPA)  that  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  is  experiencing 
visibility  reduction  caused  by  regional  haze  from  anthropogenic  sources.   The 
proposed  project  will  increase  concentrations  of  fine  particulate  nitrates,  which  will 
exacerbate  the  visibility  problem  at  the  monument.   The  DEIS  acknowledges  that 
every  alternative  will  have  significant  impacts  on  regional  visibility,  even  with 
employment  of  best  available  technology  mitigating  measures. 

Page  163,  paragraph  4,  Existing  Air  Quality  -  Overview  -  RECON's  position  that  the 
eastern  SEDAB  is  an  attainment  area  is  erroneous.   Chuck  Fryxeli  and  staff  at  a 
SBCAPCD  hearing  on  implementation  of  the  California  Clean  Air  Act,  held  in  Yucca 
Valley  on  April  26,  1 991 ,  identified  the  Southeastern  Desert  Air  Basin  as  being 
"currently  in  non-attainment  for  PM-10  and  ozone."  RECON's  position  that  there  are 
no  monitoring  stations  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  SEDAB  is  erroneous.   An  NPS 
monitoring  station  has  operated  at  the  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  Lost  Horse 
Ranger  Station  since  1985,  recording  numerous  violations  of  the  federal  standard  to 
date. 


10  Page  413,  paragraph  4,  Class  I  Areas  -  Nitrate  deposition  is  an  increasing  concern 

for  potential  impact  to  desert  ecosystems,  as  it  may  reduce  freeze  tolerance  in 
certain  native  plants  such  as  cactus  (Ken  Stolte,  Denver  Air  Quality  Division,  National 
Park  Service,  personal  communications,  1990  &  1991). 

Page  41 6,    Mitigation  -  Throughout  the  Air  Quality  section,  the  lack  of  on-site  weather 
data  for  modeling  purposes  is  acknowledged.    RECON  is  suggesting  that  the  actual 
on-site  data  will  certainly  provide  more  favorable  results  for  the  project   They 
suggest  one  year  of  data  for  re-evaluation.    However,  they  recommend  approving  the 
plan  with  a  contingency  for  developing  additional  mitigation  in  the  event  that  the  new 
1 1         data  may  still  fail  to  indicate  compliance.    Instead,  approval  of  this  project  should  be 
denied  until  adequate  modeling  and  mitigation  clearly  show  complete  compliance 
with  all  Class  I  standards. 
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Appendices  (Vol.11)  tn  the  Draft  EIS/FIR 

Page  5  Existing  Air  Quality  Overview  -  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  has 
observed  three  violations  at  the  Lost  Horse  site  in  July  1991  alone. 

Page  35  paragraph  2,  Fine  Particulates  (PM-10)/Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  -  Whv 
are  not  levels  and  violations  for  1989  and  1990  included?   They  should  be  available. 

Page  41,  paragraph  3,  Southeast  Desert  Air  Basin  -  Regarding  the  use  of  visibility 
data  from  the  Riyers.de  and  Ontario  airports,  why  is  there  no  reference  to  any  of  the 
visibility  data  being  collected  in  the  Coachella  valley?  There  are  srtes  much  closer  to 
the  Eagle  Mountain  mine  that  would  be  more  representative. 

In  summary,  while  the  proposal  includes  major  steps  to  employ  best  available 
control  technology  to  minimize  air  quality  impacts,  the  size  and  location  of  the 
proposed  project  would  still  cause  Class  I  increment  exceedances  at  Joshua 
National  Monument,  as  well  as  have  adverse  impacts  on  at  least  two  AQRVs 
visibility  and  vegetation  at  the  monument.    Unless  the  proposal  is  scaled  down  in 
size,  or  is  moved  to  a  location  more  distant  from  the  monument,  it  cannot  be 
approved  from  an  air  quality  perspective. 

WATER  QUALITY 

The  mitigating  measures  appear  to  be  adequate. 
RAVENS 

Page  449,  paragraph  2,  Desert  Tortoise,  a.  Proposed  Action,  Impacts  -  The  RECON 
has  down-played  the  significance  of  the  project's  proximity  to  Joshua  Tree  National! 
Monument.    While  the  Chuckwalla  Bench  is  an  area  with  high  tortoise  populations 
the  distance  from  the  landfill  is  many  miles  away.   Tortoise  populations  in  the  Pinto 
Basin  are  much  closer  and  potentially  healthier  (due  in  a  limited  degree  to  wilderness 
protection);  hence,  the  values  at  risk  are  substantial. 

COYOTE  AND  KIT  FOX  BFHAVinR 

This  issue  has  been  neglected  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR.   As  pointed  out  in  the  original 
issue  statement  coyote  and  kit  fox  from  the  monument's  adjacent  lands  will  be  lured 
into  the  landfill  during  the  night  hours  attracted  by  refuse  buried  only  six  to  twelve 
inches  or  by  the  rodent  populations  that  will  develop  at  the  site.   This  disruption  of 
the  natural  system  will  have  impacts  on  many  levels  of  the  natural  food  web    These 
impacts  are  disregarded  because  of  the  lack  of  a  list  of  species  implicated  in  the 
d.sturbance.    However,  the  NPS  is  mandated  to  protect  all  types  of  natural 
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components,  as  well  as  the  processes  inherent  to  the  well  being  of  the  system 
Coyotes  may  not  be  seen  as  significant  wildlife,  but  they  play  crucial  roles  in  the 
balance  of  natural  systems  typical  of  the  remote  Pinto  Basin. 

WILDERNESS  EXPERIENCF 

Page  175,  paragraph  9,  Surrounding  Land  Uses  -  RECON  states  that  recreational 
use  in  the  Pinto  Basin  is  restricted  to  winter  backpacking.   This  is  not  true    A  wide 
range  of  wilderness  compatible  activities  can  and  do  occur  in  the  Pinto  Basin 
including  but  not  limited  to  research,  bird-watching,  photography,  hiking,  and'  even 
backpacking.    Visitor  activities  decline  in  summer,  but  certainly  do  not  cease. 

Page  277,  paragraph  2,  b.  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  -  The  conclusion  that  the 
project  area  cannot  be  seen  from  the  road  to  Cottonwood  Visitor  Center  fails  to  deal 
with  the  potential  visibility  of  dust,  smoke,  or  other  visual  disturbances  that  might  be 
generated  by  the  site.   Even  indirect  evidence  of  industrialization  can  be  considered 
undesirable  to  the  visitor  seeking  wilderness  values  of  natural  quiet  and  solitude. 

Page  439,  National  Park  Service  -  Any  artificial  impact  such  as  nighttime  noise  and 
light  is  going  to  negatively  impact  the  experience  of  a  park  visitor  seeking  wilderness 
related  values.   As  stated  earlier,  any  assumption  that  the  Pinto  Basin  portion  of 
Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  only  has  visitation  during  winter  months  is  incorrect 
Any  deterioration  of  wilderness  values  in  the  designated  wilderness  area  is  a 
negative  impact  to  the  wilderness  experience,  and  conflicts  with  the  NPS  directive  to 
preserve  unimpaired  for  the  enjoyment  of  future  generations...' 

AIRBORNE  1 ITTFR 

As  with  other  issues,  the  problem  of  litter  carried  by  wind  into  the  Pinto  Basin 
wilderness  has  been  dealt  with  superficially  by  identification  of  what  might  appear  to 
be  straight-forward  mitigation  such  as  fencing  and  work  parties.    Even  if  fences  were 
erected  to  a  height  of  one  hundred  feet,  winds  out  of  the  south-southeast  common 
in  late  summer  and  whenever  cold  fronts  pass  through  the  area,  could  not  be 
prevented  from  depositing  litter  over  one  hundred  and  forty  square  miles  of 
wilderness.    On  August  26,  1991,  the  monument's  superintendent  and  other  staff 
were  given  an  on-site  tour  of  the  mine  facility.   They  were  told  (incorrectly)  that  winds 
out  of  the  south-southeast  were  rare  events.   When  they  were  driven  to  a  northern 
ridge  above  the  east  pit  the  wind  was  blowing  out  of  the  southeast  at  about  twenty- 
five  to  thirty  miles  an  hour.   They  were  told  that  this  would  not  represent  a  problem- 
the  bottom  ' 

of  the  pit  would  be  windless.   However,  upon  driving  to  the  bottom  of  the  pit  they 
experienced  strong  winds  close  to  twenty  miles  an  hour. 
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Proposed  mitigation  includes  the  use  of  work  parties  to  hand  collect  debris  when  the 
monument  reports  violations  in  the  Pinto  Basin.   The  area  to  be  monitored  is 

approximately  one  hundred  and  forty  square  miles  of  rugged  canyons  washes  and 
an  open  basin  twenty  miles  long  and  seven  miles  wide.   Access  to  either  end  is 
possible  only  by  use  of  four-wheel  drive  vehicles  and  then  requires  cross  country 
hiking  to  scour  more  than  eighty-nine  thousand  acres  of  roadless  wilderness  where 
summer  temperatures  may  exceed  one  hundred  and  twenty  degrees  Fahrenheit 
Based  on  these  facts,  costs  for  monitoring  will  be  great,  subsidy  for  which  needs  to 
be  identified  in  project  costs. 

Mitigation  to  prevent  (or  greatly  reduce)  airborne  litter  at  the  source  must  be 
identified.   Work  parties  may  be  acceptable  for  occasional  clean-up  efforts  but  they 
would  be  inadequate  mitigation  for  the  volume  of  air-borne  litter  suggested  by  this 
analysis.   Another  consideration  is  that  regular  clean-up  efforts  would  be 
incompatible  with  wilderness  resource  values  which  call  for  minimal  management 
Finally,  such  long-term  litter  removal  activities  could  also  result  physically  in 
unacceptable  impacts  to  fragile  desert  soil  crusts  and  sensitive  flora 

CULTURAL  RESQURCFR 

It  is  unclear  from  the  text  of  the  appended  cultural  resources  survey  report  (Bull 
Wade  and  Davis,  1991)  as  to  when  physical  development  of  the  Eagle  Mountain 
Mine  actually  began.    This  information  is  critical  in  supporting  the  authors'  contention 
that  the  mine  is  ineligible  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  primarily  on  the 
basis  of  its  being  less  than  50  years  old. 

The  evaluatory  context  provided  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  Mine  does  not  fully  discuss 
the  importance  of  the  mine  in  comparison  to  other  iron  mines,  nor  does  it  fully 
d.scuss  the  mine's  role  in  developing  the  steel  industry.    If  there  are  no  comparable 
mines  in  the  region,  or  if  development  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  Mine  was  crucial  in 
developing  the  West  Coast  steel  industry,  then  the  mine  may  be  eligible  for  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  without  being  50  or  more  years  old. 

Without  further  information  on  the  age,  comparability,  and  historic  importance  of  the 
Eagle  Mountain  Mine,  we  cannot  concur  that  the  mine  is  ineligible  for  the  National 
Register. 


26 


ADDITIONAL  ISSUES 

In  addition  to  these  original  issues,  another  that  has  recently  surfaced  is  the 
discovery  of  the  California  leaf-nosed  bats  in  an  adit  that  will  be  buried  as  the  pit  is 
filled.  The  mitigation  proposed  (page  462)  is  to  construct  an  artificial  chimney 
connecting  the  adrt  opening  with  the  surface.   The  problem  with  this  proposal  is  that 
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the.,mI,S-,0f  hori2ontal  t"™^  have  n°  ventilation  other  than  two  opening  in  the  pit 
wail.   While  the  chimney  will  assure  access  to  the  original  openings  this 
configuration,  without  ventilation,  will  cause  stagnation  of  air  within  the  tunnels  and 
possible  lethal  gas  buildups.   This  is  unacceptable,  considering  the  Candidate  II 
status  of  this  bat  (for  listing  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service). 

CONCLUSIONS 

Based  on  the  above-stated  major  concerns  with  the  adverse  impacts  of  this  project 
and  lack  of  effective  mitigations  to  alleviate  the  impacts,  the  NPS  opposes  this 

project  as  proposed  and  recommends  investigation  and  selection  of  an  alternative 
rail-haul  site. 
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cc: 

Superintendent,  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument 

Chief,  Division  of  Environmental  Quality,  National  Park  Service 

Chief,  Division  of  Wildlife  and  Vegetation,  National  Park  Service 
Attention:   Endangered  Species  Coordinator 

Held  Supervisor 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
2800  Cottage  Way 
Rooom  E-1803 
Sacramneto,  CA  95825 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  PA 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  2000 

North  Palm  Springs,  California  92258-2000 

Attention:  Marianne  Wetzel 

County  of  Riverside 
Planning  Department 
4080  Lemon  Street,  9th  Floor 
Riverside,  California  92507 
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METROPOLITAN  WATER  DISTRICT  OF  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA 


Office  of  :ne  General  Manager 
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Ms.  Marianne  Wetzel 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  RA 

63-5000  Garnet  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  2000 

North  Palm  Springs,  California 

Dear  Ms.  Wetzel: 


92258-2000 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report  for  the. 
Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project 

We  have  received  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement/Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIS/EIR)  for  the  Eagle 
Mountain  Landfill  Project.   The  project  proposes  to  create  a 
Class  III  nonhazardous  solid  waste  landfill  in  an  unused  open 
pit  mine  located  at  Eagle  Mountain  in  northeastern  Riverside 
County,  California.   The  comments  herein  represent 
Metropolitan's  response  as  a  potentially  affected  public  agency. 

Existing  Metropolitan  Facilities 

Our  review  of  the  Draft  EIR  indicates  that 
Metropolitan's  Colorado  River  Aqueduct  (CRA)  is  in  the  vicinity 
of  your  project  area.   The  CRA  is  a  major  drinking  water 
conveyance  that  supplies  water  to  approximately  15  million 
people  in  Southern  California.   Much  of  this  conveyance  is 
constructed  as  an  open  canal.   Metropolitan  is  generally 
concerned  with  protection  of  water  quality  in  order  to  assure 
that  its  water  supply  meets  federally  mandated  drinking  water 
standards. 

Many  of  your  project  activities  would  occur  along  an 
approximate  12,000  foot  stretch  of  the  aqueduct.   Consequently, 
close  coordination  between  your  agency  and  Metropolitan  will  be 
necessary  to  avoid  any  potential  conflicts.   Metropolitan  is 
concerned,  therefore,  that  specific  sections,  namely  "Decisions 
Needed"  (page  5)  and  "Local  Approvals"  (page  11) ,  make  no 
mention  of  obtaining  a  permit,  right  of  way,  or  approval  from 
Metropolitan,  nor  is  Metropolitan  included  in  "Consultation  and 
Coordination."   Consideration  of  Metropolitan  needs  to  be 
included  in  the  Final  EIS/EIR. 


Siksk  Bouiear;,  zs  -r.^mz.  California  ■  Mailing  aoores-    mm  34153,  Us  Ange.es  :anfomn 


=ac: 


wmmmmmmmmmm^^mmmm^m^^^^^^ 


DOCUMENT  0148 


THE  METROPOLITAN  WATER  DISTRICT  C  SSJTHER/V  CALIFORNIA 

Ms.    Marianne  Wetzel 


S'cP  2  4 


One  potential  conflict  involves  constructing  a  truck 

2  access  road  that  crosses  over  the  CRA.   Another  involves  the 
proposed  location  of  the  project  waste  handling  facility,  which 

3  is  within  1000  feet  of  an  open  section  of  the  CRA  (Figure  16) . 
The  proposed  waste  inspection  facility,  where  truck  loads  of 
garbage  would  be  dumped  and  inspected  for  hazardous  materials, 
would  be  located  within  1500  feet  of  an  open  section  of  CRA. 

4  The  potential  for  illegal  dumping  of  hazardous  material  into  the 
CRA  prior  to  inspection  must  be  addressed  in  the  EIS/EIR, 
however  remote,  due  to  the  catastrophic  impact  it  could  have  on 

5  potable  water  quality.  The  proposed  rail  terminus,  where  cars 
would  be  loaded  and  unloaded  would  also  be  within  1500  feet  of 
an  open  section  of  CRA.   Lastly,  the  proposed  locations  for  the 

6  waste  container  maintenance  facility  and  recyclable  material 
stockyard  would  be  within  2000  to  3000  feet  of  open  CRA. 
Metropolitan  is  concerned  that  trash  and  small  particulate 
matter  could  escape  these  areas,  and  due  to  these  proximities, 
be  wind  blown  directly  into  the  CRA. 

7  The  Final  EIS/EIR  discussion  of  drainage  needs  to 
thoroughly  address  how  drainage  from  the  areas  mentioned  above 
will  be  directed  to  avoid  contact  with  CRA.   Furthermore,  figure 
27  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  shows  the  drainage  plan  for  the 

8  project.   The  proposed  outlet  at  the  bottom  of  the  figure  would 
directly  cross  a  covered  portion  of  CRA  and  therefore  require 
Metropolitan's  approval.   The  two  outlets  represented  at  the  top 
of  the  figure  may  empty  uphill  of  the  open  CRA,  and  therefore, 
may  flow  directly  into  the  CRA.   This  would  be  unacceptable  if 
it  occurred,  due  to  potential  impacts  on  potable  water  quality; 

9  adequate  diversion  facilities  must  be  included  to  eliminate  this 
possibility.  Clearly,  a  detailed  drainage  plan  would  have  to  be 
approved  by  Metropolitan. 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  acknowledges  that  the  proposed 
landfill  site  is  near  Metropolitan's  Eagle  Mountain  Pumping 
Station  on  the  CRA.   The  project  also  involves  extending  and 
widening  Eagle  Mountain  Road  to  serve  as  the  main  access-  route 
to  the  proposed  landfill  site.   Use  of  the  extension  will 
generate  approximately  200  additional  round  trips  daily,  which 
would  impact  traffic  to  and  from  the  pumping  station.   The 
increase  in  traffic  would  subsequently  impact  Metropolitan 

10  employees  that  reside  at  Eagle  Mountain.   The  Final  EIS/EIR 
needs  to  consider  potential  traffic  impacts  upon  Eagle  Mountain 
Road.   The  discussion  should  include  the  possible  impacts  of  a 

1 1  traffic  obstruction  at  the  bottom  of  the  Indio  grade  should  high 
winds  preclude  travel  by  truck. 
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The  Final  EIS/EIR  should  also  carefully  consider 
construction  impacts  associated  with  your  project.   Due  to  th«= 
proximity  of  both  Metropolitan's  Eagle  Mountain  Pumping  Station 
and  the  Colorado  River  Aqueduct,  construction  impacts,  though 
temporary,  could  be  significant.   Therefore,  these  impacts  must 
c>e  addressed. 

Colorado  River  Aqueduct  Water  Quality 

Metropolitan  has  a  number  of  concerns  regarding  the 
water  quality  of  the  CRA.   Specifically,  Metropolitan  is 
concerned  about  the  impact  of  waste  entering  the  aqueduct  during 
its  transport.   The  Final  EIS/EIR  needs  to  address  the  fact  that 
both  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Road  extension  and  the  proposed 
Eagle  Mountain  Rail  Line  would  cross  the  CRA.   These  crossings 
create  a  potential  for  spills  into  the  CRA.   The  possibility  of 
train  derailment  and  subsequent  damage  to  the  CRA  needs  to  be 
addressed,  as  well.   Additionally,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  discusses 
the  possibility  of  delivering  leachate  by  truck  to  existing 
sewage  treatment  facilities  in  the  nearby  town.   Metropolitan 
requests  that  the  Final  EIS/EIR  discuss  this  truck  route  and  its 
proximity  to  the  CRA.   All  discussions  about  transport  of  waste 
need  to  carefully  specify  the  precautions  that  would  be  taken  to 
prevent  leachate  from  reaching  the  CRA  in  the  event  of  an 
accident  or  a  spill. 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  also  discusses  the  possibility  of 
wildlife  being  attracted  to  the  landfill  site  (page  345).   This 
discussion  does  not,  however,  address  potential  subsequent 
impacts  to  the  CRA.   The  Final  EIS/EIR  needs  to  discuss 
specifics,  such  as  the  possible  attraction  of  birds  to  the 
landfill  and  potential  for  associated  contamination  of  the  CRA 
increased  wildlife  activity  may  increase  the  number  of  animal 
deaths  within  the  canal.   This  would  affect  not  only  water 
quality,  but  the  operations  and  maintenance  of  the  CRA. 
Similarly  birds  and  animals  drawn  to  forage  through  trash  at 
tne  landfill,  may  also  be  drawn  to  the  CRA.   Should  these 
animals  inadvertently  carry  harmful  substances  from  the  landfill 
to  the  aqueduct,  CRA  water  quality  could  be  degraded.   Lastly 
if  the  Mediterranean  fruitfly  (Medfly)  is  brought  to  the 
landfill  site  via  garbage  loads,  state  law  mandates  malathion 
spraying.   This,  too,  may  affect  CRA  water  quality. 

^o^?Slltan  re^uests  that  such  issues  be  addressed  in  the  Final 
hlS/EIR. 

Groundwater  Quality  Concerns 

Metropolitan  has  water  quality  concerns  related  to 
potential  contamination  of  the  Chuckwalla  Valley  aquifer 
Metropolitan  is  using  groundwater  storage  along  its  CRA  to  store 
and  exchange  water  in  the  Coachella  Valley  Groundwater  Basin  and 
nas  other  basin  storage  projects  within  its  service  area.   The 
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Chuckwalla  Valley  is  ideally  situated  to  provide  considerable 
groundwater  storage  capacity  for  CRA  water,  which  would  extend 
the  imported  water  supply  for  use  during  dry  periods.   The 
proposed  landfill  site  is  adjacent  to  the  alluvial  aquifers  of 
Chuckwalla  Valley,  as  well  as  the  CRA  and  may,  in  fart   impact 
the  water  quality  of  these  aquifers.  v 

The  combination  of  potential  of  leachate  leakage  into 
tractured  rocks,  the  eastward  movement  of  groundwater  in  these 
aquifers,  and  the  probability  of  continued  groundwater  overdraft 
could  significantly  impact  groundwater  resources.   The  Final 
EIS/EIR  should  thoroughly  document  adequate  groundwater 
protection  including:   meeting  the  State  of  California  Water 
Resources  Control  Board  Chapter  15  regulations;  designing  the 
landfill  lmer  and  leachate  recovery  system;  calculating 
groundwater  seepage  velocity  and  evaluating  contaminant 
attenuation;  evaluating  leachate  production  volumes;  designinq 
an  adequate  groundwater  monitoring  plan;  and  creating 
quantifiable  mitigation  measures  for  groundwater  contamination. 

Specifically,  the  Final  EIS/EIR  should  elaborate  upon 
the  proposed  mitigation  measures  for  groundwater  quality 
impacts.   The  measures  mentioned  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  include 
the  installation  of  a  composite  liner,  a  drainage  control 
system,  a  leachate  collection  system,  daily  compacted  soil  cover 
of  refuse,  a  landfill  gas  (LFG)  collection  system,  project 
phasing,  and  groundwater  monitoring  wells.   The  Draft  EIS/EIR 
St!tff  that  no  additi°nal  mitigation  measures  would  be  required 
and  therefore,  no  further  discussion  is  presented.   The  proposed 
monitoring,  while  effective  for  detecting  groundwater 
contamination  after  it  has  occurred,  would  not  control,  contain 
or  cleanup  groundwater  contamination.   These  discussions  need  to 
be  included  in  the  Final  EIS/EIR. 

•4-v  *.u   Additionally,  the  project  as  proposed  would  not  comply 
with  the  Chapter  15  requirements  to  protect  groundwater  quality 
tor  as  long  as  the  wastes  represent  a  threat  to  groundwater 
resources.   The  post-closure  care  period  extends  as  long  as  the 
wastes  represent  a  threat  to  the  beneficial  uses  of  the 
groundwater  adjacent  to  the  landfill.   This  is  in  perpetuity 
and  not  for  3  0  years  as  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  suggests.   These 
issues  need  to  be  carefully  addressed  in  the  Final  EIS/EIR. 

Revisions  to  Draft  EIS/EIR  Text 

r-xc/T,™  Metropolitan  requests  that  some  portions  of  the  Draft 
EIS/EIR  text  be  revised.   Specifically,  on  page  191, 
Metropolitan's  policy  mandate  should  be  revised  to  read: 

"The  Metropolitan  Water  District  of  Southern  California 
(Metropolitan)  is  a  public  agency  created  by  a  vote  of  the 
people  within  its  service  area  in  1928  following  enactment 
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of  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  Act,  to  provide 
supplemental  water  for  cities  and  communities  on  the  south 
coastal  plain.   Metropolitan's  service  area  comprises  5,14  3 
square  miles  and  includes  portions  of  Los  Angeles,  Orange, 
Riverside,  San  Bernardino,  San  Diego,  and  Ventura  Counties. 
Metropolitan's  27  member  agencies  consist  of  14  cities,  12 
municipal  water  districts,  and  one  county  water  authority. 
Metropolitan  is  governed  by  a  51-member  Board  of  Directors 
representing  the  member  agencies.   Historically, 
Metropolitan  has  provided  an  average  of  52  percent  of  the 
water  used  by  approximately  15  million  people  now  residing 
within  the  service  area.   Metropolitan  imports  water  from 
two  sources:   the  Colorado  River  via  the  Colorado  River 
Aqueduct,  and  the  State  Water  Project  via  the  California 
Aqueduct. " 

Also,  page  3  05  states  that  the  Colorado  River  flowed  into  the 
Salton  Sea  during  the  years  "1905-1915".   This  should  be 
corrected  to  read  "1905-1907".   The  second  paragraph  of  page  305 
refers  to  the  Los  Angeles  Aqueduct  as  one  of  the  major 
undertakings  in  the  area.   This  first  sentence  should  be  revised 
to  state  "Colorado  River  Aqueduct",  rather  than  "Los  Angeles 
Aqueduct" . 


26 


27 


Water  Conservation 

Metropolitan  encourages  all  project  proponents  to 
include  water  conservation  measures.   Though  Metropolitan 
continues  to  develop  new  supplies  and  means  for  more  efficient 
use  within  its  service  area,  drought  and  rapid  development  have 
put  increasing  demands  on  the  current  system  and  resources. 
Water  conservation,  reclaimed  water  use,  and  ground  water 
recharge  programs  contribute  to  local  supplies.   Metropolitan 
supports  such  efforts  to  conserve  water. 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  discusses  using  water  as  dust  control 
in  various  stages  of  the  project.   Specifically,  it  discusses 
using  leachate  from  the  landfill  to  water  unpaved  haul  roads  for 
dust  control.   Though  such  use  of  leachate  may  conserve  other 
important  water  resources,  the  Final  EIS/EIR  should  distinguish 
the  parameters  that  assure  leachate  is  nonhazardous  and  discuss 
the  tests  that  will  be  used  to  verify  its  safety.   Metropolitan 
is  concerned  that  leachate  sprayed  upon  surface  roads  may 
contaminate  both  underground  and  surface  water  sources. 

Points  of  Contact 

If  you  have  any  questions  pertaining  to  Metropolitan's 
Colorado  River  Aqueduct  please  contact  Mr.  Jan  Matusak  at  (213) 
250-6772.   Questions  regarding  water  quality  issues  should  be 
directed  to  Mr.  Edward  Means  at  (213)  250-6412.   To  discuss 
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protection  of  groundwater  resources,  please  contact 

Mr.  Andrew  Sienkiewich  at  (213)  250-6230.   Please  contact 

Mr.  Ray  Hurd  at  (213)  250-6222  to  discuss  Metropolitan's  Eagle 

Mountain  Pumping  station  or  other  desert  operations 

Mr.  Serapio  M.  Chavez  can  be  reached  at  (818)  353-7651  to  answer 

questions  regarding  rights  of  way  and  easements.  answer 

„!,„„•(„„  !!S  aPPreci^e  the  opportunity  to  provide  input  to  your 
planning  process.   If  we  can  be  of  further  assistance,  please 
contact  me  at  (213)  250-6272.  F 


Very  truly  yours, 


Kathleen  M.  Kunysz 

Manager,  Environmental  Affairs 


AER-4  3/dgs 
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Via  Facsimile  Transmittal 


September  24,  1991 

Mr.   Russell  L.  Kaldenberg,  Area  Manager 
United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Palm  Springs-South  Coast  Resource  Area 
400  South  Farrell  Drive,  Suite  B-205 
Palm  Springs,  California  92262 


ISM  BENEDICT  CANYON  DRIVE 

BEVERLY  HILLS.  CALIFORNIA  0O21O 

(IIS)   IIS.OMI 


RE: 


DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT/REPORT 

FOR  THE  PROPOSED  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  PROJECT 

BLM-CA-PT-91-018-22QO       STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE  NO 


3908413 


Dear  Mr.  Kaldenberg: 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement/Report  of  July,  1991,  for  the  proposed  Eaale 

JTZt*  £n,?fiai«Pr0i,Ct  S'"P*«d  ^  ^iser  Steel  Resources  L? 
and  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  for  your  Bureau  and  the  County  of 
Riverside  Planning  Department.   In  addition  to  the  Draft  document 
and  its  two  appendices,  I  aa  also  in  receipt  of  the  accompanying 
Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Specific  Plan  No.  282  (State  Clearinghouse 

^;8^°i^13),°^JUne;  1991  for  Riv«»"'  county,  California  your 
extension  of  time  for  response,  extended  from  September  17  to 
September  24,  is  much  appreciated.  P^mosr  4I  Co 

I  hava  formerly  served  two  terms  as  the  first  permanent  chairperson 
of  the  city  of  Los  Angeles  Solid  Waste  citizen  Advisory  Group  and 
in  that  capacity  arranged  for  Group  tours  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  and 
Amboy  proposed  rail  long  haul  sites  in  1990.  The  SWCAG  was  also 
in  receipt  of  the  April,  1988  study  by  the  Southern  California 
Association  of  Governments  on  "The  Feasibility  of  Haulina  Solid 
Waste  by  Railroad  from  the  San  Gabriel  Valley  to  Remote  Disposal 
Sites.  As  a  continuing  member  of  SWCAG,  I  currently  chair  its 
Rail  Long  Haul  Committee.  In  addition,  I  serve  on  the  Advisory 
Board  for  the  Extension  Certificate  Program  in  Municipal  Solid 
Waste  Management  at  the  University  of  California,  Los  Angeles.' 

It  should  be  understood  at  this  time,  however,  that  this  response 
represents  the  views  of  a  private  individual,  and  in  no  way  speaks 
for  official  solid  waste  management  policy  of  the  City  of  Los 
Angleles. 

nL5Ur9^  °f  Lan,<S  Mana»81"°t  «"»  Riverside  County  officials  are 
"r*^;^   4,?*v   ttin?  ProcB"  tor    the  Proposed  Eagle  Mountain 
Landfill  will  be  setting  precedents  for  what  may  come  to  be  a 
*?fti  ne*W01*  °*  two  or  three  "super- landfills"  within  the  Southern 
California  deserts.   Like  the  Eagle  Mountain  site,  all  would  be 
located  around  200  or  more  miles  from  the  heavily  populated  coastal 
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metropolitan  areas.    A  number  of  these  potential  sites  were 
discussed  in  the  1988  SCAG  "Rail  Long  Haul"  study  and  are  included 
in  Chapter  II  Alternatives  Including  the  Proposed  Action  of  the 
DEIS/R.   it  is  imperative  that  all  such  landfills  be  designed  to 
Bast  Available  Control  Technology  (BACT)  standards,  and  further 
that  their  operators  maintain  a  high  degree  of  employee  protection 
which  may  in  some  instances  exceed  requirements  of  the  federal  and 
state  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Acta  (OSHA)  .  tfull  considera- 
tion muet  also  be  given  to  the  protection  of  the  often  harsh  but 
fragile  desert  environment  of  which  they  will  become  a  part. 

In  a  recent  speech  to  students  in  the  Municipal  Solid  Waste  Manage- 
ment Program  at  UCLA,  a  representative  of  the  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  Region  IX,  stated  that  the  E.P.A.  now  favors 
the  establishment  of  fewer  large,  regional  landfills  over  numerous 
smaller  ones,  because  they  afford  more  opportunity  for  implementing 
environmental  protections  as  well  as  allowing  for  more  on-site 
inspections  by  local  and  state  officials.  The  proposed  Eagle 
Mountain  Landfill  would  qualify  as  meeting  this  policy. 

The  concept  of  rail  hauling  municipal  solid  waste  to  distant  and 
remote  disposal  sites  is  attractive  to  many  people  living  in  highly 
populated  Southern  California  areas  with  poor  air  quality  which  are 
running  out  of  permitted  landfill  space  and  are  having  difficulty 
obtaining  additional  disposal  locales.  However,  it  should  not  be 
forgotten  that  sanitary  landfills,  wherever  they  are  located  and 
no  matter  how  much  they  are  designed  to  minimize  undesirable 
Impacts,  still  have  adveree  environmental  effects  which  cannot  be 
mitigated  to  "acceptable"  levels. 

For  this  reason,  it  is  not  acceptable  for  municipalities  or 
countiss  to  formulate  solid  waste  management  policies  which,  simply 
stated,  attempt  to  dump  the  distasteful  problem  elsewhere.  Until 
now,  the  California  topography,  with  its  many  canyons,  has  en- 
couraged inexpensive  local  disposal.  However,  the  many  new 
environmental  regulations  and  conditional  use  restrictions  local 
legislative  bodies  impose  upon  a  Locally  Undesirable  Land  Use 
(LULU)  such  as  a  landfill  are  beginning  to  drive  up  the  tipping 
fees  to  a  level  where  remote  shipping  of  solid  waste  Is  no  longer 
beyond  economic  consideration. 

At  the  September  meeting  of  the  L.A.  Solid  Waste  Citi2en  Advisory 
Group,  an  official  of  the  Los  Angeles  County  Sanitation  Districts 
informed  the  Group  that  an  ad  hoc  panel  of  its  directors  from 
several  smaller  Loe  Angeles  County  cities,  but  not  Los  Angeles, 
is  attempting  to  set  up  a  waste  hauling  system  beginning  at  the 
Districts'  Puente  Hills  Landfill  which  would  arrange  for  rail 
transfer  at  an  intermodal  facility  for  trans-shipment  to  the  Eagle 
Mountain  site.  This  marts  the  second  attempt  to  arrange  for  a  rail 
haul  system  out  of  the  San  Gabriel  Valley-San  Bernadino  corridor. 
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DETAILED  COMMENTS  CONCERNING  TBI  DRAFT  EIS/R  FOR  THE  EAGLE 
MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  AND  ITS  ACCOMPANYING  SPECIFIC  PLAN 

Complete  loner  haul-dlsnosal  system  analysis  la  lacking.  Although 
the  Draft  EIS/R  for  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  and  the 
accompanying  Riverside  County  Specific  Plan  No.  252  make  clear  that 
most  of  the  waste  accepted  at  the  facility  will  be  via  double- 
stacked  rail  container  cars — up  to  80  percent  of  the  projected 
20,000  tons  per  day  when  the  landfill  is  fully  operational — the 
document  does  not  provide  a  complete  environmental  analysis  of  such 
a  system. 

Ideally  such  an  analysis  would  begin  at  a  transfer  station  in  a 
highly  populated  area  and  cover  the  entire  transportation  procedure 
through  to  actual  disposal  and  removal  of  certain  unacceptable 
materials.   In  the  case  of  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  disposal 
facility,  however,  it  is  recognized  that  distant  transfer  stations 
might  require  their  own  environmental  clearances  because  of  local 
permitting  requirements. 

Therefore,  it  is  suggested  that  a  hypothetical  transfer  station/ 
lntsrmodal  facility  in  the  San  Gabriel  Valley-San  Bemadino  rail 
corrdlor  be  selected.   The  analysis  could  then  include  additional 
impacts  other  than  rail  crossings,  which  have  already  been  covered 
In  the  1988  SCAG  study.  Air  quality  impacts  are  particularly 
important,  both  for  one  complete  train  and  the  cumulative  impacts 
for  one  year  of  rail  transport,  assuming  one  train  every  other  day. 
Bast  of  San  Bemadino,  these  impacts  need  to  be  discussed  with 
regard  to  passage  along  existing  Southern  Pacific  tracks  to  Ferrum 
Junction  as  well. 

The  present  document  merely  depicts  air  movements  within  this 
corrdlor  and  details  the  emissions  from  one  train,  typically 
consisting  of  a  diesel  locomotive  and  14  articulated  cars,  each 
capable  of  carrying  up  to  10  containers.  Although  the  cumulative 
annual  Impact  on  air  emissions  is  shown,  the  ambient  air  quality 
along  the  way  is  not.  In  addition,  the  San  Qorgonio  Pass  area 
requires  two  or  more  locomotives. 

Mitigation:   Electrification  of  Facilities.. Appendix  E  of  the 

DEIS/R  mentions  that  electrification  of  the  rail  lines  within  the 
South  Coast  Air  quality  Management  District  is  high  on  the  list 
for  consideration  as  necessary  for  air  quality  improvement.   How- 
ever, it  then  dlsmissee  this  mitigation  measure,  stating  that 
the  document  will  discuss  Instead  electrification  only  for  the 
privately  owned  industrial  rail  line  from  Ferrum  Junction  to 
the  mine  site.   It  then  goes  on  to  treat  this  issue  not  as  one 
of  environmental  mitigation,  but  rather  of  a  traction/pulling 
power  ratio.   It  is  admitted  that  there  is  a  slight  advantage 
for  utilizing  electric  locomotives  which  could  cost  up  to  twice 
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«  much  as  a  used  Diesel  locomotive,   it  is  recommended  that 

2  -S  "SSISr*  ***  ■nvl™na"»*^  Protection  measure?  ootn  from 
an  air  o^ality  and  noise  mitigation  standpoint   and  th-t 
appropriate  analyses  be  conducted,  both  along  the  rail  l£L  S 
a.  common  carriers  and  for  the  private  line.   la^lementati" 
would  be  at  the  time  the  common  carrier  lines  in  ta^arla  would 
ba  required  to  be  electrified. 

Within  the  site,  the  discussion  in  Appendix  E  states  that  electri- 
fication of  unloading  cranes,  of  the  pug  mill  used  for  liner 
??o!   3  Preparation  and  of  the  belts  to  be  used  for  transporta- 
tion and  loading  of  cover  material  Is  feasible,  and  would  result 
in  a  reduction  of  emissions  by  about  five  percent.   No  noise 
reduction  figures  are  given. 

However,  when  the  L.A.  Solid  Waste  Citizen  Advisory  Group  visited 
the  site,  an  electrified  bulldozer,  with  a  "scoop"  so  large  it 
?U!f  Y    ?  ^°~ll   P°°Ple'  was  "tin  on  site,  left  over  from  the 
iron  ore  mining  days.   Bven  if  it  needs  to  be  assembled  on  eite 
with  parts  shipped  in  by  rail,  as  was  previously  done,  the  use 
I  JZ-     •«ul5,a»at  ■«■*  ba  thoroughly  investigatad  and  analysed, 
both  from  an  air  quality  and  a  noise  reduction  standpoint   a 
less  polluting  and  quieter  operation  would  be  less  intrusive 
to  the  surrounding  area.   This  is  particularly  Important  for 
night-time  impacts  on  wildlife  and  to  workers  who  will  be  livino 
nearby.   Energy  conaumptioa  impacts  would  need  to  lb*  revised 
as  well,  both  for  the  use  of  electric  locomotives  and  oa-sita 
activities. 

%£*S£ffiH   g?"'U<t  Watar  BB»**-   Both  th«  °r»<t  document  and 
the  Specific  Plan  state  that  the  only  potable  water  supply  on 
site  would  be  one  2,000-gallon  truck  per  week.  Although  the 
number  of  employees  expected  on  site  is  during  the  various 
phases  of  landfilling  is  not  included,  it  is  questioned  whether 
*"•  W0Uld  b8  ad8c^at8'  8lnca  it  »ould  aloo  need  to  serve  Incoming 
truck  crews.   The  L.A.  SWCAQ  was  informed  that  temperatures  in  the 
lower  portions  of  the  pit  can  exceed  120  degrees  Farenheit  durina 
s«n™flnfmm81'  8e88on\  ^rther,  this  portion  of  the  Colorado/ 
SrL  «.  ?nlJ'^8  ?holf  0ft8n  «P«*«««»  the  warmest  tempera- 
tures of  any  North  American  desert  area,  according  to  the  1977 
Sierra  Club  Guide,  »•  D»*,rt.  of  thm  Southwest "by  PeggV  laraon 

The  Draft  document  states  that  the  Kaiser-owned  wells  about  six 
miles  east  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  site,  which  formerly  supplied 
on-site  water  for  mining  activities,  have  been  shown  to  exceed 
till*,1!. Votabif  !"at«r  quality  standards  for  fluoride,  which  can 
result  in  mottled  teeth  and  other  body  damage  when  Ingested. 
There  is  a  statement  that  the  separate  Specific  Plan  for  the 
former  mining  town  of  Eagle  Mountain,  contained  entirely  within 
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the  Landfill  Specific  Plan  area,  will  recommend  a  def luorldatlon 
plant  be  installed  similar  to  that  of  the  nearby  retirement  com- 
munity of  Lake  Tamarisk.  At  the  time  Eagle  Mountain  is  resettled, 
water  comsumption  is  expected  to  increase  to  14S.000  gallons  per' 
day. 

What  is  the  timetable  for  this  resettlement?  Onlesa  the  plant, 
design  yet  undecided,  comes  on  line  fairly  quickly,  workers  and 
Incoming  drivers  and  their  crews  could  face  a  serious  water 
shortage  at  this  huge,  isolated  site  in  the  hot.  dry  conditions 
of  the  Sonoran  Desert,   a  epeeded  up  timetable  Is  recommended. 

Private  Rail  Line  Concerns.  There  appear  to  be  two  concerns  con- 
nected with  the  private  rail  line  which  era  not  addressed  in  the 
Draft  EIS/R; 

i.   Protection  of  the  line  from  flash  floods  or  other  flooding  of 
wash  areas.   Large  portions  of  the  private  line  lie  within 
drainage  collection  areas.   For  example,  from  Ferrum  Junction 
to  the  foot  of  the  Orocopia  Mountains,  much  of  the  land  is 
below  Mean  Sea  Level  and  subject  to  ponding  of  water.   Many 
small  wash  crossings  also  occur  along  the  way.   As  it 
approaches  the  Eagle  Mountain  site,  the  line  is  raised  a  few 
feet  above  ground  elevation.   le  this  true  for  the  remainder 
of  the  line  as  well?  What  other  flood  protection  measures  are 
being  planned  for  the  off-site  private  line  as  it  is  refurb- 
ished, and  how  will  the  additional  spur  within  the  site  be 
protected? 

2.  Ae  the  private  line  leaves  Ferrum  Junction,  some  maps  show  that 
it  traverses  a  little  more  than  one-half  mile  of  the  Salton  Sea 
State  Recreation  Area.  Could  a  description  of  this  land  within 
the  Recreation  Area  be  given,  and  any  specialized  facilities 
detailed?  What  extra  mitigation  measures,  such  as  soil 
cleanup,  etc.,  need  to  be  instituted? 

Eaale  Mountain  Town  Specific  Plan.  The  decision  not  to  include  the 
old  mining  town  within  Specific  Plan  No.  292  and  in  the  Draft  SZS/R 
has  led  to  numerous  unanswered  questions.  Who  will  live  there,  and 
how  many  people  will  there  be  when  full-scale  landfilling  ie  in 
place?  A  true  picture  of  all  environmental  impacts  needs  to  be 
discussed  now.  Theee  include  traffic,  energy  consumption,  sewage 
(some  impacts  are  addressed),  noise,  and  other  Impacts  to  wildlife 
protection  and  the  desert  environment. 

Hazardous  Waste  and  Household  Hazardous  Waete:   Permits  Heeded. 
The  Specific  Plan  shows  that  Planning  Areas  2  and  3  eontain  areas 
for  temporary  storage  of  hazardous  materials.  Planning  Area  2  lies 
upstream  of  a  wash  and  is  to  be  used  for  collection  of  Household 
Hazardoue  Wests,  which  is  normally  exempt  from  hazardous  regula- 
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tions.  Planning  Area  3  1b  to  be  used  for  inspection  and  temporary 
storage  of  regulated  ha:ardous  was  to  removed  from  incoming  trucks 

11  or  trains.  Yet  no  permit  requirements  from  the  Department  of 
Toxic  Substances  and  Control  of  the  California  Environmental. 
Protection  Agency  are  shown.  The  very  remoteness  of  the  site 
will  necessitate  a  decision  to  be  made  on  generator  statue  for 
operators  of  the  landfill.  A  full  discussion  of  this  matter, 
including  plans  for  protection  of  the  hazardous  waste  collection 
and  storage  areas  and  plans  for  disposal  is  requested. 

On-site  storage  of  Reeve lab lee.   Early  plans  for  thie  portion  of 
the  Eagle  Mountain  proposal  indicated  that  storage  warehouses  for 
recyclable  materials  such  as  old  newsprint  would  be  available. 
These  materials  would  be  stored  until  such  time  as  their  market 
price  would  become  viable.   However,  with  the  passage  and  imple- 
mentation of  AB  939  and  related  measures,  a  better  picture  of 
the  recycling  markets  in  Southern  California  is  beginning  to 
emerge.  Many  plastics,  for  example,  are  now  recyclable.  Beverage 
bottles  and  cans  are  being  successfully  recycled  now  that  the 
deposit  price  has  risen.   Glass  recycling  facilities  are  begin- 
ning to  improve,  after  having  closed  down  precipitously  after 
the  passage  of  AB  2020. 

12  Therefore,  thie  aspect  of  the  proposal  needs  to  be  reviewed.  A 
full  discussion  of  future  plans  for  the  on-site  reeyelablee  is 
requested.   What  assurances  will  there  be,  and  what  type  of 
monitoring  by  the  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board,  that  the 
facility  will  not  be  landfllllng  reeyelablee  such  as  old 
newsprint  or  magazines  or  telephone  directories?  Would  there 
be  any  repercussions  for  cities  and  eountiee  which  allow  their 
reeyelablee  to  be  shipped  to  a  remote  site  for  storage? 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  respond. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

Barbara  A.  Fine 

cc:   Qary  S.  Kovall,  Senior  Vice  Preeident  and  General  Counsel 
Mine  Reclamation  Corporation 
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P.O.  3oj:  1359 
Riverside,  CA  92502-1359 
September  18,  1991 

Dear  ks.  Ceniceros: 
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I   am  writing  to  ask  you  for  your  help  in  stopping  the 
proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill.  I  feel  that  this  project 
v.ould  be  a  horrendous  mistake  for  the  desert  and  for  desert 
dwellers,  both  human  and  non-human. 

i"ot  only  do  we  not  need  20,000  tons  of  trash  brought  in- 
to the  desert  fron  Los  Angeles,  nor  the  resultant  addition  to 
snog  in  the  area  from  200  more  trucks  sad  6  diesel  trains 
daily  through  our  valley,  nor  probable,  trrfdic  tie-ups  in  dar- 
ning and  Oabazon,  porticulc.rly  during  summer  desert  bent  '.-her, 
tempers  are  often  short,  v.e  also  don't  need  nor  v.  ant  the  con- 
cern rbout  leaks  in  said  landfill.   Cr  contr.minr.te-."  ground- 
water which  could  affect  desert  residents  ior  countless  yeara 
to  come.   I  feel  certain  thrt  kino  _-.eclanr.tion  Corporation  c:.n- 
not  guarantee  that  there  v.ill  be  no  highlv  tc::ic  '..as  is  brought 
into  the  area  and  this  could  affect  our  grandchildren  and  their 
grandchildren. 

"he  mentality  that  distributes  the  bait  of  "jobs"  for  rrrr.y 
reonle  is  the  same  uncaring  mentalitv  that  is  alread'r  destrovin" 


of  this  karth 


:or 


rrec 


s  sane, 
are  a . 


much  of  the  land,  v.ater  and  a: 

"his  landfill  is  not  the  only  alternative  for  jobs  in  th. 
This  is  also  the  same  mentality,  only  on  a  much  large,  scale, 
seeing  the  desert  land  as  only  good  for  dumping  trash,  as  the  in- 
dividual \.ho  dumps  used  couches,  v.ashers,  "Vs,  dirty  diapers, 
v.ine  bottles,  chunks  of  concrete  &  asphalt,  household  trash,  and 
leftover  building  materials  in  the  outlying  desert  areas  surround- 
ing Desert  Hot  Springs  and  other  Valley  to\.ns. 


■■■■.■:■■■■■■■■:.■.■..■  v.  ->:'-:  :-■■    :    "  :•   ■  ■  ■:■       :  : 
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I'm  well  aware  that   you  yourself  have   seen  this   disrespect 
for  our  Earth  and   disregard  for  the   rest   of  humanity  when  you 
viewed  the    dumping  sites   from  a  helicopter  last   spring.      Ana  I   am 
sure  that  you  can  see  the   connection  when  you  realize  that  the 
main  ingredient   in  both  the  individual's  illegal  dumping  and  a 
large   corporation's  proposal  to   dump  waste  from  a  large  metro- 
politan area  into   our  desert   is  total  lack  of -concern,     lack  of 
concern  not   only  for  the   desert  itself,   but   also  for  desert   dwel- 
lers,   both  now   and  in  the  future. 

I   thank  you  for  your  time   and  consideration  of  this  matter 
and  urge   you  to  please   work  very  hard  to   stop  this  threat   to  the 
desert   and  tc   those   who   live   in  the    desert.      The    desert   is   and 
can   continue   to  be   a  land  of  great  beauty  end  much   comfort  to 
those   who   abide   in  it   arc   care   for  it,    as   v. ell   as  for  those   v.ho 
come  to  temporarily  seel:  its   solace,      let   that   not   be    destroyed. 


m 


Lncerely  from:   Dorothy  .'..  Bailey 

c°-1  71  '. -0rnir.~si is  Drive 
Desc-rt  "ot  Springs,  J.'.  S^ 
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Spring  Valley  91977 
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Comments  on  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 
The  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  EIS/EIR  is  deeply  appreciated. 

It  is  obvious  that  a  great  deal  of  time  was  expended  in  the  preparation 
of  the  documents  and  in  the  plans  for  public  participation.   I  regret 
that  it  was  impossible  for  us  to  attend  either  August  hearing. 

Unfortunately,  we  find  the  EIS/EIR  incomplete  and  inadequate 
in  regards  to  protecting  the  integrity  of  Joshua  Tree  National 
Monument . 

Joshua  Tree  is  not  only  a  national  treasurehouse  but  an  internationally 
recognized  example  of  the  transition  zone  of  the  Colorado  and  Mojave 
deserts.   Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  is  a  portion  of  the  core  area 
of  the  Colorado  and  Mojave  Deserts   International  Biospere  Reserve 
dedicated  in  1976  by  the  Secretary  General  of  the  United  Kations  and 
our  own  Secretary  of  State.   A  brief  description  of  the  MAB  (Man  and 
the  Biosphere)  program  is  attached. 

The  proposed  plans  do  not  go  far  enough  to  protect  Joshua  Tree,  its 
wilderness,  its  environs  and  its  visitors.   There  is  little  considera- 
tion given  to  blowing  dust  and  sand  raised  by  earthmoving  equipment, 
nor  to  blowing  garbage  and  debris  associated  with  land  fills.  The 
attraction  of  landfills  as  havens  for  ravens  and  other  non-endemic 
species  is  well  documented,  also. 

Another  concern  is  that  there  is  little  discussion  of  the  potential 
problems  related  to  the  California  aqueduct  not  too  far  away. 

It  appears  that  the  project  will  go  forward  in  spite  of  objections. 
Therefore,  it  is  necessary  for  the  Final  EIR/EIS  be  expanded  to 
encompass  mitigation  measures  to  protect  Joshua  Tree  national  Monument. 
The  precedent  set  at  this  site  will  effect  all  desert  landfills 
several  of  which  are  proposed  for  sensitive  areas.   It  must  be 
tempting  for  a  county  to  anticipate  revenues  generated  from  waste 
outside  of  the  County.   Now  is  the  time  to  weigh  the  consquences  of  the 
poor  management  and  mitigation  conditions,  as  proposed,  with  future 
options  restricted  as  a  result  of  a  quick  economic  gain. 

Thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  comments . 


How 


enc:  Mojave  5  Colorado  Deserts, 
Big  Bend  and  Organ  Pipe 
Biosphere  Reserves  bulletins 
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INTRODUCTION 

Organ  Pipe  Cactus  National  Monument,  established  by  Presiden- 
tial Proclamation  in  1937,  is  located  in  southwestern  Ari2ona  and 
is  geographically  near  the  center  of  the  Sonoran  Desert.  The 
Monument  contains  approximately  330,689  acres  of  which  95% 
is  federally  designated  wilderness.  The  Sonoran  Desert,  which 
covers  approximately  76.4  million  acres,  contains  one  of  the 
world's  largest  inventories  of  desert  flora  and  fauna.  Although 
Organ  Pipe  Cactus  National  Monument  includes  only  a  small 
portion  of  this  vast  desert,  it  preserves  many  elements  of  that  eco- 
system. 


ORGAN  PIPE 

NATIONAL  MONUMENT 

A  BIOSPHERE  RESERVE 


Compiled  by  the  Resources  Management  Division 
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Courtesy  of  the  National  Park  Service 
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Desert  Protective  Council,  Inc. 


THE  ENVIRONMENT 

CLIMATE 

Organ  Pipe  Cactus  is  one  of  the  driest  of  all  National  Park  Service 
areas.  The  area  is  characterized  by  relatively  little  rainfall,  high 
summer  temperatures,  intense  solar  radiation,  low  humidity  and 
high  evaporation.  The  proximity  of  the  Gulf  of  California,  the  Pacific 
Ocean,  and  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  and  the  distribution  of  high 
mountain  barriers  in  the  region,  influence  the  amount,  apportion- 
ment, and  seasonality  of  rainfall.  Average  rainfall  recorded  at 
Monument  headquarters  is  9  inches  a  year,  but  this  total  varies  with 
location.  The  Ajo  Mountains,  for  example,  in  the  east,  receives  up 
to  20  inches  a  year,  and  the  western  portion  of  the  Monument 
receives  less  than  9  inches.  Precipitation  is  distributed  biannually, 
with  frontal  Pacific  storms  occumng  in  late  winter  and  early  spring 
and  local  and  occasionally  violent  convectional  storms  occurring 
late  summer.  The  summer  monsoon  precipitation  is  usually  very 
intense,  localized  and  of  short  duration,  resulting  in  flash  floods. 
Precipitation  at  the  Monument  during  the  winter  is  not  as  depend- 
able, and  is  usually  typified  by  gentle  wide-spread  rains  of  a  much 
longer  duration  than  in  the  summer. 

As  part  of  the  ongoing  research,  rainfall  is  recorded  monthly  at  17 
locations  throughout  the  Monument.  Seven  of  the  locations  have 
Forester  rain  gauges.  Data  from  these  rain  gauges  is  summarized 
annually.  At  nine  sites,  automated  datapod  weather  stations  record 
precipitation,  soil  temperature  (12"  and  48").  relative  humidity, 
solar  radiation  and  wind  speed  and  direction.  A  final  rainfall 
recorder  consists  of  a  National  Atmospheric  Deposition  Program 
wet/dry  bucket.  This  recorder  is  serviced  weekly,  with  Ph  and 
conductivity  measurements  performed  on  samples  of  sufficient 
quantity. 

TOPOGRAPHY  AND  GEOLOGY 

The  Monument  lies  within  the  Basin  and  Range  Geologic  Province, 
which  extends  from  northwest  Mexico  to  southeast  Oregon,  and 
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from  the  Colorado  Plateau  and  Sierra  Madre  on  the  east  to  the 
Sierra  Nevada  on  the  west.  The  Basin  and  Range  is  named  for  the 
numerous  elongated  mountain  ranges  alternating  with  wide  allu- 
vial valleys.  The  geology  and  topography  of  the  monument  is 
typical  of  the  Basin  and  Range.  The  variability  that  is  seen  from 
range  to  range  is  attributable  to  differences  in  the  kinds  of  rock  that 
were  uplifted,  the  extent  of  uplift  and  the  amount  of  erosion  that 
has  occurred. 

FLORA 

Approximately  550  species  of  vascular  plants  are  found  within  the 
boundaries  of  Organ  Pipe  Cactus  National  Monument.  This 
number  includes  both  perennial  and  annual  plant  species.  Ap- 
proximately 11%  (62  species)  of  this  flora  is  composed  of  non- 
native  plants  (Fleger,  1990).  Two  distinct  subdivisions  of  the  Sono- 
ran  desert  and  their  associated  vegetative  communities  are  repre- 
sented. 

The  highly  diverse  Arizona  Upland  subdivision  embraces  the 
greater  portion  of  the  Monument.  Flora  of  this  subdivision  includes 
the  mixed  cactus/palo  verde  community  found  on  the  bajadas  or 
low-lying  gravel  slopes.  Here  cacti  such  as  the  giant  saguaro 
(Camegiea  gigantea)  and  organ  pipe  cactus  (Stenocereus  thurberi) 
dominate  the  landscape.  The  prevalent  tree  species  is  the  foothill 
palo  verde  (Cercidium  microphyllum).  In  the  higher  elevations  of 
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the  A)o  Mountains  the  jojoba/evergTeen  scrubland  community 
occurs.  Here,  where  rainfall  is  more  abundant,  plants  such  as 
jojoba  (Simmondsia  chinensis),  agaves  (Agave  deserti)  and  one- 
seed  juniper  (Juniperius  monosperma)  are  found. 
The  Colorado  Lowland  subdivision  is  best  represented  in  the 
western  portion  of  the  Monument.  The  creosote  bush/bursage 
community  best  characterizes  this  subdivision.  Creosote  bush 
(Larrea  tridentata),  triangle-leaf  bursage  (Ambrosia  deltoidea),  and 
white  bursage  (Ambrosia  dumosa)  are  well  represented  in  the 
Valley  of  the  Ajo  and  Growler  Valley.  Mixed  shrub  communities  of 
brittlebush  (Encelia  farinosa),  triangle-leaf  bursage  (A.  deltoidea) 
and  foothill  palo  verde  (C.  microphyllum)  are  found  throughout  the 
Bates,  Puerto  Blanco,  Sonoyta  and  Diablo  Mountains,  and  Gpn- 
ano  and  Quitobaquito  Hills.  Along  the  Monument's  south  bound- 
ary, where  the  soil  is  highly  alkaline,  saltbush  lAtriplex  sp.) 
communities  thrive. 

A  few  species  of  plants,  representative  of  a  third  subdivision  of  the 
Sonoran  Desert,  the  Central  Gulf  Coast,  can  also  be  found  in 
Organ  Pipe.  Plant  species  exist  here  that  are  rarely  found  else- 
where in  the  United  States.  Many  of  the  plant  species  are  at  the 
northern  extreme  of  their  range  and  are  very  sensitive  to  changes 
in  climate.  Included  are  the  senita  cactus  (Lophocereus  schottii) 
and  (Jatropha  cinerea).  The  only  known  U.S.  population  of  both 
plants  occurs  here,  within  the  Monument. 

FAUNA 

Like  the  flora,  the  fauna  of  Organ  Pipe  Cactus  National  Monument 
is  highly  diverse.  Within  the  Monument  are  found  approximately 
53  species  of  mammals,  four  species  of  amphibians,  43  species  of 
reptiles  and  one  species  of  fish.  In  addition,  observations  of  over 
278  bird  species  have  been  recorded.  Of  these  species,  63  are 
known  to  breed,  and  an  additional  five  are  suspected  of  breeding. 

WATER  RESOURCES 

Sources  of  surface  water  are  very  limited,  as  is  to  be  expected  in 
such  an  arid  land.  No  perennial  streams  or  rivers  exist  within  the 
Monument.  Ephemeral  flow  occurs  for  brief  periods  as  a  result  of 
locally  heavy  summer  rainstorms  or  rare  regional  storms.  Runoff 
quickly  infiltrates  into  the  stream  beds  in  the  bajadas,  and  thus  only 
very  rarely  do  large  storms  provide  sufficient  runoff  for  water  to 
flow  long  distances  down  washes. 

There  are  1 1  springs  within  the  Monument,  three  of  which  are 
perennial.  The  largest  spring  is  Quitobaquito,  which  discharges 
nearly  30  to  35  gallons  per  minute.  It  is  the  only  spring  whose  flow 
is  sufficient  to  create  a  large  body  of  open  water  nearby,  known  as 
Quitobaquito  pond.  Other  sources  of  surface  water  includes  tinajas 
or  rock  catchments. 

The  full  extent  of  the  Organ  Pipe  Cactus  groundwater  resources  is 
not  entirely  known,  however,  on-going  research  is  emphasizing 
defining  aquifer  boundaries,  capacities,  depletion  and  recharge 
rates. 

THREATS  TO  RESOURCES 

Like  many  other  National  Park  areas,  the  greatest  threats  to  the 
resources  of  the  Organ  Pipe  Cactus  National  Monument  are  a 
result  of  the  effects  of  development  on  lands  adjacent  to  the 
Monument.  The  primary  resource  management  concern  is  the 
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continued  urbanization  and  agricultural  development  occurring 
near  the  southern  boundary  of  the  Monument,,  in  the  neighboring 
state  of  Sonora,  Mexico.  Of  concern  to  Monument  management 
is  the  effect  on  native  plants  and  animals  of  herbicide  and  pesticide 
drift,  invasion  of  non-native  flora  and  fauna,  and  most  significantly, 
groundwater  depletion  in  the  Sonoyta  Valley.  A  primary  concern 
is  that  continued  or  increased  pumping  in  Mexico  may  lower  the 
groundwater  table  and  also  reduce  the  hydrostatic  pressure  at 
certain  locations  within  the  Monument,  such  as  at  Quitobaquito, 
where  an  endangered  spedes,  the  Quitobaquito  desert  pupfish 
(Cyprinodon  macularius),  occurs.  As  of  1988,  there  were  approxi- 
mately 22,455  irrigated  acres  in  production  in  the  Sonoyta  Valley, 
supported  by  1 65  wells.  Annual  groundwater  pumpage  is  approxi- 
mately 83,160  acre  feet,  which  is  2.5  times  the  aquifer  recharge 
rate.  Although  there  now  exists  a  moratorium  on  the  drilling  of  new 
wells,  current  wells  are  pumping  at  50%  below  their  potential 
capacity  of  191,000  acre  feet. 

Over  the  past  three  years,  the  National  Park  Service  has  made 
significant  efforts  to  research  this  problem  and  to  work  with  the 
Mexican  resource  personnel.  Efforts  have  included  researching 
past,  present  and  future  land  usage  in  the  Sonoyta  Valley, 
developing  a  database  of  wells  adjacent  to  the  Monument,  gather- 
ing electrical  data  for  wells,  calculating  extraction  by  point  and 
attempting  to  define  boundaries  of  the  aquifer. 

RESEARCH  AND  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 

Currently  there  are  approximately  31  separate  research  studies 
being  conducted  at  Organ  Pipe.  The  majority  of  these  studies  are 
natural  science  related.  One  study,  however,  has  been  a  three-year 
intensive  archeological  survey  of  the  Monument. 
A  program  entitled  the  Sensitive  Ecosystems  Program,  an  exten- 
sive inventory  and  monitoring  effort,  was  initiated  in  1986.  This 
program  has  become  a  vital  and  integral  part  of  the  overall  research 
and  resource  management  operation  at  Organ  Pipe.  Research  and 
monitoring  efforts,  although  parkwide  in  many  cases,  are  concen- 
trated at  16  identified  study  sites,  ranging  in  size  2.1  to  160 
hectares,  each  reflecting  specific  components  of  the  overall  re- 
source. Through  the  Sensitive  Ecosystems  Program,  long-term 
monitoring  protocols  have  been  established,  and  baseline  inven- 
tory data  has  been  acquired  on  park  reptiles,  amphibians,  small 
mammal  populations,  aquifauna,  terrestrial  invertebrates,  special 
status  plants,  non-native  vegetation,  land-use  trends  on  adjacent 
property  and  vegetation  structure  and  diversity  in  natural  commu- 
nities. 

Other  resource  management  activities  include  a  revegetation 
program  designed  to  restore  disturbed  sites  to  a  natural  condition, 
geographic  information  systems,  historic  preservation,  erosion 
control,  threatened  and  endangered  species  management,  non- 
native  species  control,  backcountry/wildemess  management,  air 
and  water  quality  monitoring,  museum  and  archive  management, 
and  coordination  of  the  monument's  Man  and  the  Biosphere 
Program. 

MAN  AND  THE  BIOSPHERE 

The  Sonoran  Desert  Biogeographic  Region,  of  which  Organ  Pipe 
Cactus  National  Monument  is  a  part,  in  southern  Arizona  and 
northern  Sonora,  Mexico,  is  an  area  exposed  to  a  multitude  of 
threats  and  issues,  impacting  both  natural  and  cultural  resources 


and  the  people  living  in  this  region.  Land  is  managed  by  an  array 
of  governmental,  private  and  tribal  organizations.  Adverse  land 
management  practices  in  one  area  affect  other  areas  as  well.  While 
preservation  of  resources  is  a  high  priority  in  one  region,  economic 
needs  drive  management  in  another.  Issues  are  not  only  cross- 
boundary,  they  are  cross-cultural  and  international  in  scope  as  well. 
To  deal  with  these  problems,  effective  communication  is  essential 
One  identified  means  of  addressing  these  cross-boundary  con- 
cerns is  through  the  Man  and  the  Biosphere  program.  On  October 
26,  1976,  the  United  Nations  Education,  Scientific  and  Cultural 
Organization  (UNESCO)  recognized  and  designated  Organ  Pipe 
Cactus  National  Monument  as  a  Man  and  the  Biosphere  Reserve. 
The  Man  and  the  Biosphere  program  is  an  international  program 
of  scientific  cooperation,  dealing  with  human/environmental  in- 
teractions throughout  all  geographic  and  climatic  areas  of  the 
world.  As  of  1987,  there  were  269  biosphere  reserves  in  70 
countries;  43  of  these  are  in  the  United  States  and  six  are  in 
Mexico.  The  purpose  of  the  Biosphere  Reserves  is  to  establish  a 
network  of  protected  samples  of  the  world's  major  ecosystem 
types.  Each  reserve  is  devoted  to  the  conservation  of  nature  and 
scientific  research;  and  provides  a  standard  against  which  human 
impact  on  the  environment  can  be  measured. 
For  Organ  Pipe  Cactus  National  Monument,  the  Man  and  the 
Biosphere  philosophy  is  integrated  into  the  overall  park  manage- 
ment. Internal  park  activities  emphasize  the  importance  of  the 
Monument's  role  as  a  core  natural  area  by  serving  as  a  primary 
resource  monitoring  site  and  as  focal  point  for  interaction  with 
people  on  the  role  of  the  biosphere  reserve.  Externally,  the  Man 
and  the  Biosphere  program  provides  a  vehicle  for  developing  and 
expanding  communication  linkages  with  Monument  neighbors, 
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which  include  the  Tohono  O'odham  Indian  Reservation,  the 
Cabeza  Prieta  Wildlife  Refuge,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and 
the  Mexican  Government  and  citizens. 

Currently  being  discussed  is  a  proposal  that  will  fully  define  the 
geographic  area  of  the  Sonoran  Desert  Biosphere  Reserve  Region. 
This  will  involve  identifying  the  adjacent  lands  to  the  present  Organ 
Pipe  Cactus  biosphere  reserve,  as  well  as  other  places  of  influence, 
including  the  Pinacate  Protected  Area  in  Sonora,  Mexico.  Manage- 
ment philosophies  of  involved  agencies  will  be  examined  and 
recorded  and  analyzed  in  regards  to  their  impact  on  neighboring 
lands.  Elements  reviewed  will  include  natural  resource  manage- 
ment, traditional  uses  and  management  practices,  consumptive 
uses,  socioeconomic  conditions  and  trends,  existing  agreements 
and  cooperative  relationships. 

Both  natural  and  cultural  resource  issues  of  regional  concern  will 
also  be  identified.  A  consuttive  Man  and  the  Biosphere  framework 
for  cooperation  among  groups  and  individuals  in  the  region  will  be 
developed,  with  the  strategy  being  to  develop  deeper  dialogues 
between  groups,  and  individuals  playing  key  roles  in  the  Sonoran 
Desert  Biogeographic  Region. 


CONCLUSION 

Organ  Pipe  Cactus  National  Monument  remains  one  of  the  most 
pristine  samples  of  Sonoran  Desert  in  the  world.  With  a  vast  array 
of  scenery,  flora  and  fauna,  it  offen;  many  opportunities  for 
recreation  and  enjoyment  of  natural  beauty.  Beyond  this  role, 
however,  the  Monument  remains  dedicated  to  the  preservation  of 
this  natural  area.  A  multitude  of  resource  threats  and  issues  will 
continue  to  combat  Organ  Pipe  Cactus  in  the  years  to  come.  By 
developing  a  base  of  solid  research  to  address  specific  problems, 
and  by  working  with  adjacent  land  neighbors  to  address  conflicts, 
the  Monument  will  be  well  equipped  to  deal  with  the  challenges  of 
the  future. 
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Death  Valley!  Joshua  Tree!  Anza-Borrego!  Santa  Rosa  Mountains 
and  Deep  Canyon  Research  Center! 

These  are  some  of  the  reasons  that  the  Mojave  and  Colorado 
Deserts  Biosphere  Reserve  was  dedicated  in  March  of  1975  by  the 
Director  General  of  UNESCO  and  the  United  States'  Secretary  of 
State.  It  includes  Death  Valley  and  Joshua  Tree  National  Monu- 
ments, Anza-Borrego  Desert  State  Park,  the  Santa  Rosa  Moun- 
tains Wildlife  Management  Area  and  Deep  Canyon  Research 
Center.  It  is  a  unit  of  the  International  Biosphere  Reserve  System 
under  the  United  Nations'  Program  on  Man  and  the  Biosphere. 

These  terms  may  be  new  to  you,  so  we'll  define  them  briefly  and 
introduce  you  to  a  model  Biosphere  Reserve.  Finally,  we'll  describe 
the  Mojave  and  Colorado  Desert  Biosphere  Reserve. 

The  biosphere  is  that  veneer  of  the  earth's  crust,  waters  and 
atmosphere  that  supports  life.  You  are  in  the  biosphere  now.  The 
only  way  you  can  leave  it  is  to  fly  into  space  or  drill  deep  into  the 
earth  where  no  life  exists. 

Each  biosphere  reserve  is  nominated  because  it  contains  a  unique 
portion  of  the  biosphere  representing  forests,  deserts,  tundra, 
grasslands,  mountains  or  river/lake  systems.  Each  "is  recognized 
as  part  of  the  international  network  of  biosphere  reserves.  This 
network  of  protected  samples  of  the  world's  major  ecosystem  types 
is  devoted  to  conservation  of  nature  and  scientific  research  in  the 
service  of  man.  It  provides  a  standard  against  which  the  effect  of 
man's  impact  on  his  environment  can  be  measured." 

WHY  WERE  BIOSPHERE  RESERVES  ESTABLISHED? 

In  the  late  1960s,  serious  world-wide  environmental  problems 
were  recognized,  such  as  acid  rain,  pollution  of  the  earth's  lakes, 
rivers  and  oceans,  global  warming,  deforestations  and  desertifica- 
tion. It  became  increasingly  evident  that  it  was  necessary  to  reverse 
these  trends,  to  provide  mitigation  and  rehabilitation  and  to 
combine  protection  of  natural  resources  with  continuing  use, 


production  and  cultural  practices.  The  Biosphere  Reserve  program 
was  conceived  by  the  United  Nations  Educational,  Scientific  and 
Cultural  Organization  (UNESCO)  in  1971  to  address  the  problems 
on  an  international  basis.  The  program  is  organized  in  each  country 
under  the  Man  and  the  Biosphere  Program  (MAB).  As  of  1987, 
there  were  over  two  hundred  reserves  in  70  countries  including  44 
in  the  United  States.  Forty  other  countries  involved  in  the  program 
are  considering  designating  new  reserves. 

A  MODEL  BIOSPHERE  RESERVE. 


At  the  center  of  the  reserve  is  the  core  zone  established  to  preserve 
genetic  materials  and  minimally  disturbed  areas  characteristic  o( 
that  particular  terrestrial  or  coastal/marine  region.  It  contains 
sufficient  habitat  for  numerous  species  including  predators,  or 
centers  of  endemism  (Galapagos  Islands),  or  high  biological  diver- 
sity (Manu  National  Park  in  the  Peruvian  Andes),  or  wild  progeni- 
tors of  economic  species  or  areas  of  interest  for  observing  particu- 
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lar  species,  features  or  processes.  A  core  area  has  secure  legal 
protection  and  permits  activities  which  do  not  adversely  effect 
natural  processes  and  wildlife. 

Next  is  a  buffer  zone  which  is  managed  to  protect  the  core  zone  and 
may  include  settlements,  experimental  research,  rehabilitation 
areas  and  traditional  land  use  areas.  Buffer  zones  may  coincide  with 
parks,  refuges  and  multiple  use  areas.  Manipulative  management 
practices  may  be  permitted  to  enhance  production  and  protection 
while  conserving  natural  processes. 

Transition  arp^c  typically  surround  the  core  and  buffer  zones  and 
are  usually  dynamic  zones  of  cooperation  where,  hopefully,  con- 
servation knowledge  and  management  skills  are  applied  and  where 
uses  are  in  harmony  with  the  purpose  of  that  reserve.  Such  uses 
include  settlements,  croplands,  forests,  recreation  and  economic 
uses  characteristic  of  the  region  thus  providing  opportunities  for 
interdisciplinary  studies  to  support  regional  planning  for  conserva- 
tion and  rural  development. 

In  summary,  biosphere  reserves  are  needed  to: 

-  conserve  biological  resources,  especially  genetic  materials, 

-  perpetuate  and  learn  from  traditional  forms  of  land  use, 

-  learn  how  natural  systems  work,  and  educate  others, 

-  monitor  natural  and  human-caused  changes, 

-  improve  management  of  natural  resources, 

-  share  knowledge,  and, 

-  cooperate  in  solving  natural  resource  problems. 

THE  MOJAVE  AND  COLORADO  DESERTS  BIOSPHERE 
RESERVES 

In  1 97 1  when  criteria  for  biosphere  reserves  had  been  established, 
UNESCO  accepted  nominations  from  all  over  the  world.  In 
California,  the  Mojave  Desert  (lying  mainly  above  3,000  feet 
elevation)  and  the  Colorado  Desert  ( lying  mainly  below  3,000  feet) 
had  many  worthy  candidates.  Death  Valley  and  Joshua  Tree 
National  Monuments,  the  Eastern  Mojave  (now  a  scenic  area),  the 
Kelso  Dunes,  the  Granite  Mountains,  the  Desert  Tortoise  Research 
Natural  Area,  the  Western  Mojave  Research  Natural  Area,  Anza- 
Borrego  Desert  State  Park,  the  Santa-Rosa  Mountains  Wildlife 
Management  Area  and  Deep  Canyon  Research  Center  were 
nominated. 

However,  only  four  core  units  were  chosen;  they  had  the  legal 
protection  of  Congressional  and  State  legislation:  the  two  monu- 
ments, the  state  park  and  the  research  center.  They  had  rich 
representations  of  both  of  the  two  desert  ecosystems,  endemic 
plants  and  animals,  numerous  archeological  and  historic  sites  and 
encompassed  topography  ranging  from  below  sea  level  to  1 1 ,000 
feet.  They  offered  boundless  opportunities  for  research,  education, 
interpretation  and  the  protection  of  species  and  genetic  materials. 

Surrounding  these  protected  areas,  buffer  zones  are  available  for 
additional  research,  education,  recreation,  interpretation  as  well  as 
revegitation  and  rehabilitation  projects. 

Surrounding  these  core  and  buffer  zones  are  thousands  of  acres  of 
city,  county,  state  and  federal  lands  where  often-conflicting  and 
damaging  uses  occur.  However,  some  sophisticated  land  use/ 


mitigation  programs  have  been  established  to  protect  vital  areas 
while  sustaining  the  economic  benefits  of  users  (Coachella  Valley 
Preserve)  and  where  compatible  uses  are  encouraged  (Santa  Rosa 
Mountains  National  Scenic  Area.) 

THE  CORE  AREAS 

DEATH  VALLEY  NATIONAL  MONUMENT  was  chosen  to  rep- 
resent the  Mojave  Desert  ecosystem.  The  Monument,  one  and  a 
half  times  the  size  of  Delaware,  is  the  hottest  and  driest  place  in 
North  America,'  yet  its  highest  peaks, 
around  11,000  feet,  sport  snow 
fields,  panamint  daisy,  juniper, 
pinyon  and  other  pines.  The  lowest 
place  in  the  United  States  (-282  feet) 
is  in  the  Valley.  Trie  steep  escarp- 
ments reveal  ancient  rock  forma- 
tions pushed  upward  by  inexorable 
pressures  in  ages  past. 

Death  Valley  is  anything  but  dead!  It 
contains  a  living  treasure  house  of  flora  and  fauna.  Some  970 
species  of  plants  have  been  identified  within  the  Monument 
including  some  15  species  that  are  endemic  to  the  Monument  and 
another  21  in  the  Death  Valley  Region.  Five  taxa  of  fish  are  found 
within  the  Monument  including  the  endangered  Devil's  Hole 
pupfish  (Cyprlnodon  Diabolis),  Reptiles,  insects,  birds  and  mam- 
mals (predator  and  prey)  occupy  distinctive  niches  and  offer 
research  and  educational  opportunities  as  well  as  management 
challenges.  Mining  activities  have  decreased,  the  20  Mule  Teams 
have  given  'way  to  trucks,  but  historic  mining  sites  abound. 
Hundreds  of  people  descend  annually  on  the  Monument  to 
celebrate  49-er  days. 

JOSHUA  TREE  NATIONAL  MONUMENT  was  chosen  as  a  core 
area  because  two  great  desert  ecosystems  come  together  in  the 
560,000  acre  Monument.  These  two  systems,  primarily  deter- 
mined by  elevation,  illustrate  the  dif- 
ferences between  high  deserts  and 
low  deserts. 

Below  3,000  feet,  the  Colorado 
Desert  in  the  eastern  half  of  the 
Monument  is  dominated  by  creo- 
sote bush.  Ocotillo  and  jumping 
cholla  cactus  are  also  found  more 
abundantly  in  this  lower  desert .  The 
higher,  slightly  cooler  Mojave  Des- 
ert., lying  generally  above  3,000  feet,  is  the  special  habitat  of  the 
Joshua  Tree.  A  third  ecosystem,  the  oases,  provide  dramatic 
contrast  to  the  arid  surroundings.  Five  fan-palm  oases  dot  the 
Monument  indicating  where  water  occurs  naturally  at  or  near  the 
surface.  Geological  displays  include  contorted  mountains,  granite 
monoliths,  an-oyos,  playas,  bajadas,  alluvial  fans,  pediments,  des- 
ert varnish,  granites,  apfcte  and  gneiss.  Early  inhabitants,  known  as 
Pinto  Man,  bved  along  the  slow-moving  river  in  dry  Pinto  Basin.. 
Later,  Native  Americans  traveled  in  tune  with  the  seasons  harvest- 
ing pinyons,  mesquite  beans,  acorns  and  cactus  fruit.  They  left  rock 
paintings,  ollas  and  stilkiiscemable  trails. 
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The  opportunity  for  research  and  education,  for  contemplation,  for 
interpreting  the  desert  systems  and  interdependency  of  their 
speaes  and  the  protection  of  genetic  materials  is  clearly  available. 
The  Monument  provides  Environmental  Education  programs  in 
neighboring  communities,  programs  which  teach  about  our  place 
in  the  natural  environment. 

ANZA-BORREGO  DESERT  STATE  PARK  is  the  third  core  area 
of  the  Mojave  and  Colorado  Desert  Biosphere  Reserve.  It  pre- 
serves the  Colorado,  or  low  desert,  with  its  creosote,  ocotillo  and 
various  cacti.  Over  600  species  of 
plants  are  found  within  the  Park  of 
which  40  are  considered  rare  or 
endangered.  Birds  include  150 
speaes,  some  of  which  migrate 
through  the  Park  or  come  to  spend 
a  season.  Animals  include  the  shy 
bighorn  sheep  of  the  Peninsular 
subspecies,  found  in  the  Park,  south 
into  Baja  California  and  northeast 
into  the  Santa  Rosa  Mountains. 
Annual  sheep  counts  indicate  that  the  population  is  dwindling 
rapidly.  Palm  oases  dot  the  Park.  Evidence  of  early  human 
occupation  is  widespread.  Fossil  records  which  include  large  mam- 
moths, indicate  a  lush,  tropical  habitat  and  ancient  seas  in  ages 
past. 


are  mandated  to  protect  these  categories  state-wide.  Within  the 
core  areas,  the  task  is  easier,  though  legal  protection  does  not 
always  assure  continuity  of  species. 

For  example,  only  a  few  score  of  the  peninsular  big-horn  sheep 
(Ovls  canadensis  cremnobates)  are  found  in  the  Anza-Borrego 
Park  and  adjacent  mountains.  The  Baja  California  herd  has  been 
pretty  well  isolated  from  the  south  end  of  the  Park  because 
Interstate  Highway  8  bisects  the  range  between  Baja  California  and 
the  Park  thus  diminishing  exchange  of  genetic  materials.  Addition- 
ally, the  Anza-Borrego  herd  is  subject  to  diseases  transmitted  by 
feral  cattle  which  wander  into  the  Park. 

In  Death  Valley,  five  types  of  pupfish  occupy  widely  separated 
habitats  and  exhibit  different  genetic  materials  though  they  are 
descendants  of  a  single  Pleistocene  ancestor.  However,  the  super- 
salty ,  temperature-varying  ponds  in  which  they  live  are  jeopardized 
by  water  mining  inside  and  outside  of  the  Monument  boundaries 
This  draw-down  is  especially  dangerous  for  the  Devil's  Hole 
endangered  pupfish. 

Evidence  that  protection  in  the  core  area  is  effective  is  found  in 
Joshua  Tree  where  the  cactus  Coryphantha  Alversonii  Vivipan 
is  thriving,  but  it  is  seldom  seen  outside  the  Monument.  And.  in 
Death  Valley,  the  removal  of  feral  burros  is  improving  the  habitat 
of  the  native  bighorns. 


Together  with  the  Santa  Rosa  Wildlife  Management  Area,  Anza- 
Borrego  Desert  State  Park  offers  unparalleled  opportunities  for  re- 
search, protection  of  genetic  resources  and  education. 

In  the  final  recommendations  to  the  Man  and  the  Biosphere  Direc- 
torate, the  SANTA  ROSA  MOUNTAINS  WILDUFE  MANAGE- 
MENT AREA  was  recommended  for  inclusion  in  the  Mojave  and 
Colorado  Desert  Biosphere  Reserve  combined  with  Anza-Borrego. 
Operating  within  this  area  is  the  Deep  Canyon  Research  Center. 

THE  DEEP  CANYON  RESEARCH  CENTER  of  the  University  of 
California,  Riverside,  is  a  part  of  the  University's  state-wide  system. 
In  concert  with  scientists  from  Canada.  Ohio  State  and  other  units 
of  the  University  system,  it  over-sees 
dozens  of  short  term  projects  and 
many  long-term  investigations  (a  mini- 
mum of  nine  years,  some  many 
more.)  It  provides  opportunity  for 
scientists  to  conduct  research  under 
strictly  controlled  conditions.  Re- 
search at  Deep  Canyon  embraces 
the  concept  of  biosphere  reserves  by 
offering  direction  and  networks  for 
research  and  monitoring  of  resources 
within  the  core  areas  of  the  Mojave  and  Colorado  Deserts  bio- 
sphere reserve. 

PRESERVATION  OF  EXISTING  SPECIES 

Of  specific  concern  is  the  need  to  preserve  existing  species, 
especially  those  which  are  rare  or  endangered.  The  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  and  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 


s>,    r* 

mil/fit 

\iiiJZ 


Unfortunately,  the  threatened  desert  tortoise  occupies  large  terri- 
tories in  the  western  Mojave  Desert,  outside  of  the  Monuments 
Though  tortoise  reserve  and  natural  areas  have  been  designated, 
they  are  located  in  the  transitional  zone,  far  beyond  the  legal 
protection  of  the  core  and  buffer  zones,  and,  therefore  are  subject 
to  direct  and  indirect  impacts.  Their  numbers  are  declining  and  II 
is  possible  that  they  may  have  to  be  listed  as  endangered  in  the  near 
future. 

PRESERVATION  OF  THE  NATIVE  WAY  OF  LIFE 

Traditional  forms  of  land  use  and  living  are  practiced  in  many 
countries  today  and  are  incorporated  into  biosphere  reserves.  In 
the  United  States,  however,  such  uses  and  customs  are  mostly 
ceremonial.  Only  a  few  Native  Americans  have  retained  traditional 
skills  and  knowledge,  fewer  still  practice  them.  In  the  Mojave  and 
Colorado  Deserts  Biosphere  Reserve,  native  traditions  and  ways 
are  preserved  and  studied  by  archaeologists. 

RESEARCH  PROJECTS 

In  DEATH  VALLEY,  research  is  being  carried  out  on: 

-  Desert  Bighorn  Sheep,  a  five-year  study 

-  Fault  lines,  tectonics,  desert  varnish 

-  Desert  pupfish 

-  Reopening  of  springs  and  installation  of  guzzlers 

At  JOSHUA  TREE,  research  is  centering  on: 

-  Air  quality  monitoring 

-  Ozone  injury  to  resources 

-  Biological  monitoring  plots 

-  Desert  tortoise 

Early  Human  occupancy 
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At  ANZA-BORREGO  DESERT  STATE  PARK,  research  is  focused  on: 

-  Bighorn  sheep 

-  Palm  Oasis  revegitarjon 

-  Removal  of  exotic  (non-native)  plants 

-  Paleontology  and  past  ecosystems 

At  DEEP  CANYON  RESEARCH  CENTER,  long-term  investigations  include: 

-  The  social  behavior  and  activity  patterns  of  Kangaroo  rats 

-  The  behavioral  ecology  and  communications  among  grasshoppers 

-  Interaction  between  palo  verde  seed  pod  production  and  beetle  infestation 

-  Water  use  and  metabolism  of  agave  and  cactus 


THE  FUTURE  OF  THE  MOJAVE  AND  COLORADO  DESERTS  BIOSPHERE  RESERVE 

Death  Valley  and  Joshua  Tree  National  Monuments,  Anza-Borrego  Desert  State  Park,  the  Santa  Rosa  Mountain  Wildlife  Management  Area 

and  Deep  Canyon  Research  Center  will  continue  as  the  core  and  buffer  areas  where  training,  education,  monitoring  and  rehabilitation  take 

place. 

Here  is  where  long-term,  sustainable  conservation  of  species  and  ecosystems  has  to  take  place  in  cooperation  with  the  local 
people  and  agencies.  Emphasis  is  on  conservation  of  genetic  material  for  practical  and  problem-orientated  research,  for 

general  environmental  education,  for  specialized  training  and,  more  generally,  for  land-use  planning  and  sustainable  resource 

development  within  the  region. 


•. 


For  more  inmformation  on  biosphere  reserves  and 

MAB  activites  and  programs,  write: 
U.S.  MAB  Secretariat 
Department  of  State  (1 0/UCS) 
Washington,  D.C.  20520 

or  Phone  (202)  632-2786 


For  a  20"  x  32"  International 
Biosphere  Reserve  Map, 
send  $1 .00  to  DPC  Publications 
3750  El  Canto  Drive 
Spring  Valley,  CA  91 977. 
Make  checks  payable  to: 
Biosphere  Reserve  Maps. 
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TTus  bronze  plaque  commemorating  the  park's  status  as  a  biosphere 
reserve  hangs  at  Panther  Junction  park  headquarters, 

INTRODUCTION 

The  Biosphere  is  that  veneer  of  the  earth's  crust, 
waters,  and  atmosphere  that  supports  life. 

A  biosphere  reserve  is  an  international  designation  es- 
tablished by  the  United  Nations  Educational,  Scientific, 
and  Cultural  Organization  (UNESCO).  The  Man  and 
the  Biosphere  (MAB)  program  was  started  in  1971  with 
a  goal  to  develop  technology  and  human  values  to 
support  harmonious  relationships  between  people  and 
their  environments.  These  areas  serve  as  standards 
against  which  man's  impact  on  his  environment  can  be 
measured. 

Biosphere  reserved  represent  specific  biogeographical 
provinces  such  as  Artie  tundra,  rain  forests,  streams  and 
rivers,  grasslands,  islands  and  desert  ecosystems. 

The  United  States  has  designated  28  biosphere  re- 
serves, including  four  desert  systems,  to  be  part  of  the 
international  network.  Big  Bend  National  Park  was 
recognized  in  1976  as  a  biosphere  reserve  and  the 
center  for  biological  conservation,  research  and  training 
on  the  Chihuahuan  Desert  ecosystems. 

THE  CHIHUAHUAN  DESERT 

The  Chihuanhuan  Desert,  Biogeographical  province 
Number  1.09.07,  occurs  in  a  band  across  west  Texas 
and  northern  Mexico  with  four  fingers  extending  into 
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New  Mexico.  It  lies  within  the  area  surrounded  by  the 
Rocky  Mountains,  the  Sierra  Madre  Oriental  and  Sierra 
Madre  Occidental. 

It  is  an  area  of  high  elevations  ranging  from  about  1 ,000 
feet  along  the  Rio  Grande  River  to  some  6,500  feet  in 
Mexico.  In  the  United  States,  elevations  range  up  to 
7,825  feet.  In  the  U.S.  portion,  night  time  tempera- 
tures drop  below  freezing  at  least  one  hundred  days  per 
year.   Summer  temperatures  are  high. 

The  Chihuahuan  Desert,  like  other  North  American 
deserts,  consists  of  alluvial  plains,  bajadas,  scattered 
mountains,  volcanic  materials  usually  of  the  Eocene- 
Miocene  period  and  a  high  percentage  of  soils  derived 
from  calcareous  parent  materials. 


The  Roads  to  Big  Bend 


This  Texas  map  slwws  the  main 
routes  to  Big  Bend  National  Park 
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This  desert  is  dominated  by  the  Creosote  Bush  {Larrea 
tridentata),  Tarbush  (Fburensia  cernua)  is  co-domi- 
nant, and,  sometimes  dominant.  The  distribution  of 
Tarbush  in  the  United  States  basically  outlines  the 
Chihuahuan  Desert. 

The  Chihuahuan  Desert  is  characterized  by  high  rain- 
fall, high  calcium  soils,  and  cool  temperatures  during 
parts  of  the  year.  This  encourages  the  growth  of 
grasses,  yuccas  and  agaves  in  contrast  to  the  Sonoran 
and  other  deserts. 

BIG  BEND  THE  NAT1QNA1   papwt 

On  June  12,  1944,  Big  Bend  was  established  by 
Congress  as  the  nation's  27th  National  Park  and  Texas' 
first.  It  wis  a  gift  from  Texas  to  generations  to  come. 
A  national  park  is  not  born  overnight,  and  parks  like  Big 
Bend  are  not  especially  common.  As  early  as  1908, 
legislators  in  Austin  were  lamenting  the  fact  that  Texas 
was  the  largest  state  in  the  Union  but  had  no  national 
park.  Over  the  next  twenty  five  years,  the  state  created 
Texas  Canyons  State  Park  and  after  the  Chisos  Moun- 
tains were  added,  renamed  it  Big  Bend  State  Park.  Still, 
the  National  Park  Service  was  not  interested. 

But  who  in  the  1930s  had  money  to  buy  the  land  for 
a  national  park'  The  Federal  government?  The  State? 
The  children  of  Texas' 


A  MODEL  BIOSPHERE  RESERVE 


Yes!  A  donation  program  was  initiated  and  children 
from  all  over  the  State  contributed  pennies,  nickels  and 
dimes  toward  the  creation  of  Big  Bend  National  Park. 
The  State  legislature  finally  came  to  the  rescue  with 
$1.5  million  to  complete  the  purchase  of  the  1,100 
square  miles  of  Big  Bend  National  Park. 

Forty-seven  years  have  passed  since  Texas  received  its 
National  Park.  Who  would  have  believed  mat  pennies, 
nickels  and  dimes  and  the  dreams  of  children  could 
create  such  a  gift  -  a  gift  of  hope  from  the  people  of 
Texas  to  the  people  of  this  nation  and  the  world? 

THE  BIOSPHERE  RF.SFm/F 

And,  now,  as  of  October  26,  1976,  Big  Bend  is  a  unit 
of  the  international  network  of  the  MAB  program. 

The  Reserve  itself  includes  699,620  acres  completely 
protected  by  the  Exclusive  Jurisdiction  of  the  National 
Park  Service. 

These  acres  contain  the  best  example  of  Chihuahuan 
Desert  in  the  United  States.  Ancient  volcanic  rocks  and 
massive  ocean-deposited  limestone  beds  are  present. 
Soil  textures  range  from  silt  deposits  along  the  river 
flood  plain,  to  gravelly  desert  soils,  to  gravelly  but 
humus-enriched  soils  in  the  mountains. 

The  Climate 

Winters  are  mild  with  occasional  cool  days  (65F  or 
18C). 

Summers  are  hot  (110  for  40C). 
Annual  precipitation  is  between  5  and  20  inches. 
Snow  is  uncommon  but  does  fall  in  the  mountains  oc- 
casionally. 

And,  Big  Bend  does  have  a  secret  season! 
Not  only  does  it  have  winter,  spring,  summer  and  fall, 
but  Big  Bend  has  a  secret  season  that  has  no  date:  the 
Fifth  season,  in  years  when  the  summer  monsoons  are 
kind  to  the  desert.  The  Fifth  season  is  heralded  by  the 
"white  bloom",  beebush,  Texas  kidneywood,  Apache 
plume,  rock  trumpets,  and  angel  trumpets.  This  is 
followed  by  fields  of  orange-red  Mexican  poppies, 
ceniza,  limonsillo's,  yellow  carpet,  two  blue  sages,  and 
the  scarlet  red  regal  sage  of  the  Chisos  Mountains, 
trompetilla,  Mexican  catchfly,  penstemons,  scarlet  gilia 
and  other  colorful  blooms  too  numerous  to  list. 
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Biological  Diversity 

Biological  diversity  is  a  term  that  describes  the  tremen- 
dous variety  of  species  on  earth,  their  genetic  resources, 
and  the  different  ecosystems  throughout  the  planet. 

Surprisingly,  the  flora  and  fauna  of  the  Chihuahuan 
Desert  are  extremely  diverse.  These  include,  as  of 
1989: 

3000  species  of  insects,  (raised  to  3,800  by  Van 

Pelt's  1990  study) 

over  1000  species  of  plants, 

434  species  of  birds, 

78  species  of  mammals, 

55  species  of  reptiles, 

35  species  of  fish, 

10  species  of  amphibian. 
Twenty-one  of  these  species  are  currently  listed  as  en- 
dangered or  threatened  by  both  federal  and  state  wildlife 
agencies,  with  twenty  others  proposed  for  listing. 

Increasingly,  National  Park  Service  managers  are  real- 
izing the  sad  truth  that  parks  alone  can  not  save  nature. 
They  know  that  land  management  policies  outside  of 
the  protected  areas  will  ultimately  determine  the  eco- 
logical health  of  both  the  world  at  large  and  the  parks. 
Fostering  public  understanding  of  the  value  and  means 
of  conserving  biological  diversity  may  save  many  spe- 
cies from  extinction. 

Big  Bend  is  offering  a  number  of  programs  to  help  park 
visitors  -  some  quarter  million  annually  -  to  appreciate 
even  more  the  rich  diversity  of  Big  Bend. 

Zoning  and  Conservation  Management 

Resource  management  activities  in  the  National  Park 
Service  center  on  perpetuating  the  native  wildlife  of  an 
area  because  of  their  essential  roles  in  the  park's  envi- 
ronment. At  Big  Bend  such  management  strives  to 
maintain  the  natural  abundance,  behavior,  diversity, 
and  ecological  integrity  of  native  animals  like  the 
mountain  lion.  By  law,  the  Park  service  is  required  to 
protect  and  preserve  its  wildlife  resources.  It  must  also 
provide  for  the  public  opportunity  for  enjoyment  of 
these  special  resources. 

There  are  three  major  management  zones  in  the  park: 
natural,  historic  and  recreational.  The  vast  majority  of 
the  park  resources  are  in  the  natural  zone.   The  Pine 


Canyon  Research  Natural  Area  is  an  Environmental 
protection  subzone.  Most  visitor  facilities  are  in  the 
recreational  zone.  The  historic  zone  is  comprised  of 
historic  and  cultural  sites. 

Scientific  Research  and  Facilities 

Big  Bend  is  a  part  of  a  prime  desert  ecosystem,  the 
Chihuahuan.  Short-term  research  projects  on  fauna, 
flora  and  ecology  are  in  progress.  There  is  a  research 
station  within  the  park  at  the  K-Bar  ranch.  Housing  for 
researchers  is  available  there,  also. 

There  are  a  number  of  continuing  studies.  For  example. 
Big  Bend  research  includes  studies  to  understand  the 
behavior  of  mountain  lion  kittens.  There  are  approxi- 
mately two  dozen  adult  lions  in  the  park,  not  all  of  which 
have  radio  tracking  collars.  The  role  of  these  predators 
(Felis  concolor)  in  maintaining  the  balance  between 
herbivors  (animals  that  eat  plants)  and  the  vegetation  in 
the  park  is  under  constant  investigation. 

During  the  past  fifteen  years,  the  endangered  peregrine 
falcons  have  been  the  focus  of  unprecedented  research. 
There  are  eight  nesting  pairs  in  the  park  and  less  than 
250  pairs  in  the  lower  48  states.  The  greatest  threats 
to  successful  nesting  comes  from  two  forms  of  human 
disturbance:  noise  from  motor  boats  and  noise  from 
hikers  coming  too  close  to  sensitive  nesting  areas. 
Closure  of  some  areas,  trails  and  sections  along  the  Rio 
Grande  during  nesting  season  is  necessary  to  ensure 
increasing  populations. 

Researchers  are  monitoring  the  possible  come-back  of 
black  bears.  As  of  July  1990  there  were  4-6  animals.  In 
1901 ,  they  had  been  common  in  the  Chisos  Mountains. 

As  one  of  its  Man  and  Biosphere  projects,  Big  Bend 
completed  the  History  of  Scientific  Study,  a  bibliogra- 
phy of  3,612  citations.  The  annotated  bibliography 
contains  citations  involving  research  in  the  park,  in  the 
Chihuahuan  Desert  and  reports  published  in  Spanish. 

Seminars 

As  part  of  its  mission  to  promote  education  and  training 
under  the  MAB  program,  the  Park  and  Big  Bend 
Natural  History  Association  present  annual  seminars 
for  the  general  public  and  teachers  who  may  earn  credit 
for  advanced  academic  training. 
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VIA  FEDERAL  EXPRESS  AND  FAX 

Russell  l,  Kaldenberg 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  R.A. 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  2000 

N.  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 


Re: 


Comments  of  Eagle  Mountain  Energy  Company 
on  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Y 

Statement/Environmental  Impact  Report 
on  Proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 
Project 

Dear  Mr.  Kaldenberg: 

cooies  mr   ?Kf:rSed  p1""  find  the  original  and  tvo 
Illy   on  the  SrSTSJI'-  °f  thC  ?a9lft  Mo^tain  Energy  Com- 
mJSta?  i£n!,.?  2   Environ»>«ntal  Impact  Statement/Environ- 

?e?naianSf!ll  P^jectr^'*  °n  the  pr°P°"d  E*^  *K- 

it  to  m.  <«1!?SB  fi}e   S^amp  one  of  the  "pies  and  return 
it  to  me  in  the  enclosed  envelope.   In  addition  dImm 

E2iS.BS\l?  fhf  ra8iiinS  list  80  that  I  will  r.?ti" 
fill  "ojec?      ""  davel°Praents  relating  to  the  land- 
Very  truly  yours, _ 

Jdj^R-  Allen 
Enclosures 

cc:  David  Mares 
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Eagle  Mountain  Energy  Company  (EMEC)  hereby 
submits  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment/Environmental Impact  Report  (DEIS/DEIR)  for  the 
Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  proposed  by  Mine  Reclama- 
tion Corporation  (mrc).  emec  intends  for  these  comments 
to  assist  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  and  the 
Riverside  County  Planning  Department  (RCPD)  in  complying 
with  the  requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Poli- 
cy Act  (NEPA)  and  the  California  Environmental  Quality 
Act  (CEQA). 

EMEC's  comments  focus  of  three  issues: 

•  The  correct  description  of  the  status 
of  EMEC's  development  of  a  pumped-storage  hydroelectric 
facility  at  the  site  of  the  former  Eagle  Mountain  open 
pit  iron  ore  mine  in  Riverside  County,  California. 

•  The  need  to  evaluate  the  cumulative 
environmental  impacts  of  MRC's  landfill  project  and 
EMEC's  hydroelectric  project. 

•  The  need  to  evaluate  the  alternative  of 
utilizing  the  Eagle  Mountain  mine  site  solely  for  EMEC's 
pumped-storage  hydroelectric  project. 
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These  consent,  are  organized  in  the  following  manner, 
SMBC'8  interest  in  these  proceedings,  Project  Descrip- 
tion, Project  Status,  and  Recommended  Revision,  to  th. 
DEIS/DEIR. 
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EMEC'S  INTEREST  IN  TH*SE  PROrwanTw-.c 
BMEC  i.  a  private  company  formed  to  develop  a 
pumped-storage  hydroelectric  facility  at  the  former  Eagle 
Mountain  open  pit  iron  ore  mine,  emec's  hydroelectric 
facility  would  utilize  portions  of  the  Eagle  Mountain 
mine  site,  with  minor  modifications  to  MRC's  landfill 
project,  BMBC.  hydroelectric  facility  and  th.  landfill 
project  could  readily  co-.xist.  However,  because  th. 
project,  would  be  operating  in  iuch  close  proximity  to 
tach  other,  emec  has  a  strong  interest  in  insuring  that 
the  environmental  consequence,  of  both  projects  are  ade- 
quately considered  and  disclo.ed  to  the  public. 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 
BMEC  intends  to  con.truct  a  pumped-storage 
hydroelectric  project  utilizing  existing,  abandoned  min. 
•xcavation.  .t  the  Eagl.  Mountain  mine  site.  A  pumped- 
■torag.  proj.ct  generate,  electricity  by  rel.a.ing  wattr 
from  an  upp.r  re.ervoir  through  a  turbine  generator  to  a 
lower  re.ervoir.  Th.  vater  floving  from  th.  upp„  r---r_ 
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voir  to  tht  lower  reservoir  turns  the  turbine  generator, 
producing  electricity. 

EMEC's  project  will  consist  of  five  major  com- 
ponents: 1)  an  upper  water  reservoir;  2)  a  lower  water 
-reservoir;  3)  a  powerhouse;  4)  a  series  of  power  tunnels; 
and  5)  a  switch  yard  and  transmission  line  to  tie-in  the 
facility  to  the  existing  electrical  grid.  The  existing 
mine  excavation  at  Eagle  Mountain  known  as  the  "Central 
Pit"  will  serve  as  the  upper  reservoir.  The  "Bast  Pit", 
which  is  also  an  existing  mine  excavation  at  the  site, 
will  be  used  as  the  lower  reservoir.  The  reservoirs  will 
be  connected  by  power  tunnels  through  which  water  will 
flow  from  the  upper  reservoir  to  the  lower  reservoir*   A 
powerhouse  will  be  constructed  approximately  1400  feet 
below  the  surface,  midway  between  the  upper  and  lower 
reservoirs.   The  powerhouse  will  contain  the  pump-turbine 
generators,  associated  transformers,  and  tailrace  gates 
to  control  the  flow  of  water  from  the  reservoirs. 

During  periods  of  high  electrical  demand,  water 
will  be  released  from  the  upper  reservoir  (the  Central 
Pit)  to  the  lower  reservoir  (the  East  Pit)  through  the 
pump-turbine  generators,  producing  electricity.  During 
periods  of  low  demand,  the  water  in  the  lower  reservoir 
will  be  pumped  back  to  the  upper  reservoir  where  it  will 
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be  .v.ilabi.  for  re-release  to  the  lover  reservoir  to 
repeat  the  energy  production  cycle. 

The  project  will  proceed  in  two  phaaes.  m 
Phase  one,  a  small  dam  about  30  feet  high  and  550  feet 

-  long  will  be  constructed  at  the  south  end  of  the  Central 
Pit  to  increase  the  capacity  of  the  upper  reservoir  from 
6000  acre-feet  to  approximately  8000  acre-feet.  The 
Potential  energy  stored  in  th.  r„ervoir  in  ^  ^ 

will  enable  the  project  to  generate  approximately  1000  MW 
of  electricity  for  8-9  hours,   in  phase  two,  higher  dam. 
will  be  constructed  at  the  upper  reservoir  to  further 
increase  its  water  storage  capacity.  The  capacity  in- 
crease during  phase  two  will  enable  the  project  to  gener- 
ate an  additional  3000  MW  of  electricity.  The  electric- 
ity generated  during  both  phases  of  the  project  will  be 
sold  to  public  utilities  and  other  major  energy  «.„.  in 
the  west. 

PROJECT  STATUS 

On  January  31,  1991  emec  filed  a  preliminary 
permit  application  with  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory 
Commission  <phrc).  A£ttr  .  public  revUv  ^.^   pERc 
issued  a  Preliminary  ptrait  for  th.  projact  Qn  May  ^ 
1991  (perc  Project  No.  11080-00  CA) .  EMEC  i.  now  in  the 
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process  of  performing  the  actions  necessary  to  obtain  a 
final  PSRC  license. 

RECOMMENDED  REVISIOMS  TO  THE  DEIS/DEIR 
Although  the  DEIS/DEIR  for  the  proposed  MRC 
landfill  project  acknowledges  the  existence  of  EMEC's 
project,  it  asserts  that  the  project  is  "speculative  and 
remote  and  not  reasonably  foreseeable."  DEIS/DEIR,  page 
5B6.  This  statement  mischaracterizes  the  status  of 
EMEC's  project.  As  can  be  seen  from  the  discussion 
above,  EMEC's  project  is  definite  and  EMEC  is  actively 
pursuing  a  FERC  license.  Just  because  FERC  has  not  com- 
pleted the  licensing  process  is  no  justification  for 
declaring  the  project  "remote  and  speculative."   Indeed, 
if  completion  of  all  licensing  procedures  were  a  prereq- 
uisite for  consideration  in  a  DEIS/DEIR,  then  virtually 
every  project,  including  MRC's  proposed  landfill  project, 
could  be  deemed  remote  and  speculative  because  of  the 
absence  of  final  permits.  Such  a  constricted  view  of  a 
proposed  project  is  inconsistent  with  the  requirements  of 
NEPA  and  CEQlu 

The  assertion  that  EMEC's  project  is  remote  and 
speculative  is  particularly  pussling,  given  the  lengths 
to  which  the  proponents  of  the  landfill  project  and 
Riverside  County  have  gone  to  oppose  EMEC's  hydroelectric 
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project.   Following  th.  filing  of  MC',  preliminary 
Permit  application  with  the  FERC,  MRC,  Kaiser  Stetl  R,_ 
^rcee  (Wllr)i  and  Riv#fsid#  County  ^  ^  ^  ^ 
April  30,  1991  vith  the  FERC  tQ  diaa.M  ^^  pMiioi_ 

nary  permit  appliCation  and  to  intervene  in  the  permit 
proceedings.  MRC,  Kaiser  and  Riverside  County  urged  th. 
FERC  to  reject  the  application  on  various  ground,  includ- 
ing the  FERC.  asserted  lack  of  jurisdiction  over  EMEC. 
project.  MRC,  Kaiser  and  the  County  also  argued  that 
2MEC's  project  would  interfere  with  mrc's  pUnn.d  land- 
fill Project.  On  May  29,  1991,  FERC  rejected  these  argu- 
ments and  issued  a  Preliminary  Permit  to  EMEC.  Despite 
«RC's  action,  MRC,  Raiser  and  the  County  h.ve  filed  an 
administrative  appeal,  advancing  many  of  th.  same  argu- 
ments that  the  ferc  ha,  ,lr.ady  rejected.  ,„  addition 
attorneys  for  MRC  and  Kaiser  have  ,.nt  i.tter.  to  EMEC 
threatening  legal  action  if  emec  refuse,  to  withdraw  its 
application  for  a  Preliminary  Permit. 

The  vehemence  of  mrc,  Kaiser  and  the  County's 
opposition  to  EMEC.  application  naturally  rai.„  th. 
following  question,  if  EMECs  project  is  -0  remote  lnd 
speculative  a.  to  not  merit  aeriou.  consideration  in  th. 
Deis/deir,  why  have  mrc,  K.i.er  and  Riverside  County  gone 
to  such  great  length,  to  oppose  it?  if  EMEC'.  project  is 
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sufficiently  definite  ,nd  real  t0  merit  thf  ej£penditure 
of  significant  resources  to  oppose  it,  th.n  surely  it  is 
sufficiently  definite  and  real  to  merit  full  consider- 
ation  in  the  DEIS/DEIR.   it  i,  disingenuous  for  the  pro- 
ponents of  mrc's  landfill  project  to  dismiss  EMEC's  pro- 
ject as  remote  and  speculative  in  the  environmental  docu- 
mentation for  the  landfill  project,  while  they  are  fur- 
tively launching  a  major  attack  on  the  project  before  the 
PERC. 

Moreover,  Riverside  County's  active  involvement 
in  the  opposition  to  EMEC's  project  raises  serious  ques- 
tions about  its  objectivity  with  regard  to  the  MRC's 
landfill  project.  The  County's  statements  before  the 
PERC  of  unqualified  support  of  the  landfill  project 
strongly  suggest  that  the  County  has  already  committed 
itself  to  the  landfill  project,  regardless  of  the  outcome 
of  the  environmental  and  public  review  of  the  project. 
The  County's  conduct  in  this  regard  is  not  consistent 
with  its  obligations  under  CEQA. 

Por  the  reasons  discussed  above,  EMEC  requests 
that  the  statements  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  describing  its 
pumped-storage  hydroelectric  project  as  remote  and  specu- 
lative be  deleted,   in  addition,  the  DBIS/DEIR's  discus- 
sion of  EMEC's  project  should  be  expanded  to  describe  the 
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project  in  more  detail,  explain  how  it  would  affect  the 
MRC's  proposed  landfill. project,  and  disclose  EMEC's 
intention,  as  reflected  in  these  comments,  to  proceed 
with  the  project.  The  DEIS/DEIR  should  also  disclose 
that  Riverside  County  and  other  proponents  of  the  land- 
fill project  oppose  EMEC's  project  and  have  sought  to 
block  the  FERC's  approval  of  the  project.  Failing  to 
make  these  disclosures  would  deprive  the  DEIS/DEIR  of  the 
candor  which  is  supposed  to  be  hallmark  of  environmental 
documents  of  this  sort.  Furthermore,  in  light  of  River- 
aide  County's  apparent  lack  of  objectivity  with  regard  to 
the  landfill  project,  it  should  no  longer  serve  as  the 
lead  agency  for  the  project  for  purposes  of  CEQA  review. 
Rather,  another  agency  should  be  designated  as  the  lead 
agency. 

Moreover,  EMEC  believes  that  it  is  important 
for  the  DEIS/DEIR  to  evaluate  the  cumulative  environmen- 
tal impacts  of  its  project  and  MRCs  landfill  project. 
At  a  minimum,  the  document  should  evaluate  the  air  quali- 
ty, water  quality,  fish  and  wildlife  impacts,  and  visual 
impacts  of  undertaking  both  projects  at  the  Eagle  Moun- 
tain mine  site.  The  evaluation  of  cumulative  impacts 
should  disclose  that  the  total  economic  benefits  to  Riv- 
erside County,  Kaiser,  and  the  Kaiser  retirees  will  be 


v!v"'"!w!v!-V^!w!™ 


greater  if  both  the  landfill  project  and  EMEC's  hydro- 
electric project  were  undertaken  at  the  Eagle  Mountain 
mine  site. 

10  Furthermore,  the  DEIS/DEIR  should  evaluate  in 

its  alternatives  analysis  (Chapter  II)  the  alternative  of 
using  the  Eagle  Mountain  mine  site  for  EMEC's  hydroelec- 
tric project  alone  without  MRC's  landfill  project. 
EMEC's  hydroelectric  project  represents  a  superior  use  of 
the  site  in  that  the  environmental  impacts  ere  far  less 
severe  than  those  described  in  the  DEIS/deir  for  the 
landfill  project.  EMEC's  project  would  put  an  area  dev- 
astated by  heavy  mining  activity  to  a  beneficial  use—the 
production  of  electrical  power.  In  addition,  construc- 
tion of  a  pumped-storage  hydroelectric  project  at  the 
Eagle  Mountain  mine  site  would  offer  the  opportunity  to 
reduce  emissions  from  fossil  fuel-fired  electric  generat- 
ing plants  in  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin,  by  allowing  the 
retirement  of  older,  high  polluting  plants  in  the  basin 
and  replacing  the  loat  capacity  with  electricity  generat- 
ed from  EMEC's  project.  EMEC's  project  also  offers  the 
possibility  of  creating  recreational  opportunities  at  the 
former  Eagle  Mountain  mine  aite  because  the  upper  end 
lower  reservoirs  could  serve  as  resting  and  feeding 
grounds  for  migrstory  birds  and  as  habitat  for  aquatic 
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life.  Use  of  the  sit*  ai  a  garbage  dump  offers  none  of 
these  environmental  benefits,  and,  indeed,  could  fore- 
close them  for  all  time.  Consideration  of  alternative 
uses  of  a  resource  is  precisely  the  sort  of  analysis  that 
is  required  under  NEPA  and  CEQA  and,  therefore,  must  be 
considered  in  the  present  DEIS/DBIR. 

Finally,  because  the  description  of  EMEC's 
project  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  nay  have  left  the  public  with 
the  misimpression  that  a  pumped-storage  hydroelectric 
facility  is  not  a  viable  possibility  for  the  site,  the 
document  should  be  revised  as  described  above  and  recir- 
culated in  draft  form  so  that  the  public  has  a  full  op- 
portunity to  consider  the  environmental  impacts  of  both 
projects  and  comment  on  them  as  appropriate. 
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550  East  Sixth  Street 
P.O.  Box  158 
Beaumont,  CA  92223-015 


From  the  Office  of: 

September    17,    1991 


A-JB45-1171 
X" 845-8483 


SEP  191991 


dr.  David  Mares,  Planner  III 
RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 

4080  Lemon  Street,  9th  Floor 
Riverside,  Ca.   92501 


RIVERS.DE  COUNTY 
"LANNINQ  DEPARTMENT 


Re:  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  for  the  Eagle  Mountain 
Landfill    Project. 


Dear    fir.    flares: 


The  City  of  Beaumont  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project. 

The  Department  is  concerned  with  the  impact  that  this  project 
could  have  on  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  lines  through  our 
city.   Several  concerns  would  be: 

1  l)   The  number  of  total  generated  trips  per  day  and/or  night  and 

what  affect  the  noise  impact  levels  will  be  in  this  area. 

2  2)   Need  for  time  scheduling  analysis  generated  by  this  project. 

3  3)   Risk   assessment   of   potential   disasters   and/or   hazards 

involving  trains  and  utility  lines,  i.e.,  gas,  petroleum  lines 
that  are  adjacent  to  the  railroad  tracks. 

4  A)   What  safety  programs  are  currently  in  affect  and  what  changes 

will  be  incurred  if  any  by  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  upon  this 
approval  of  the  project? 

5  5)   Traffic  impacts  caused  by  long  trains  and  frequent  occurrences 

could  impact  grade  crossings.  Can  we  expect  funds  to  help 

mitigate    traffic    impacts,  i.e.,     assistance    with 

overcrossings/undercrossings  or  improved  existing  railroad 
crossings? 

6  6)   The  potential  for  spills  and/or  accidents  along  1-10  within 

our  city  boundaries  is  a  great  concern  especially  because  of 
the  existing  and/or  planned  residential  development  in  these 
areas.  Criteria  should  be  developed  that  will  allow  the 
maximum  safety  concerns  and  protection  to  the  surrounding 
area. 
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fir.    David   Clares 

September  17,  1991 

Page  2 

7  Also,  the  discussion  of  the  origins  of  shipments  to  the  proposed 
Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  via  the  truck  mode  of  transport  are  too 
vague.  Truck  shipments  of  waste  should  be  further  analysed  in 
this  report;  focusing  on  the  roadways  providing  access  to  the  site 
especially  including  Interstate  -10  thru  the  San  Gorgonio-  Pass 

q  Area.  Mitigation  measures  should  be  developed  to  address  safety 
programs   and    specific    truck    routes    along    the    proposed 

9  transportation  routes  and  air  guality  emission  standards  for 
trucks  traveling  thru  the  San  Gorgonio  Pass  Area. 

The  City  has  also  additional  concerns  relating  with  diesel 
locomotive  emissions  thru  the  San  Gorgonio  Pass  Area.  Diesel 
locomotive  emission  will  vary  disportionately  with  the  weight  of 
the  train  being  pulled  and  the  vertical  incline  thru  the  Pass 
10  Area.  Air  emissions  from  the  rail  transport  and  the  lack  of 
feasible  mitigation  measures  should  be  considered  as  major 
reasons  that  air  quality  is  a  major  adverse  impact  for  this 
project. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  project  and  look 
forward  to  receiving  the  Final  Draft  EIR  for  a  more  detailed  and 
completed  impact  analysis.  If  you  require  any  additional 
information  please  contact  the  Planning  Department  at  (714)  845- 
1171. 


Sincerely , 


ROBERT  J.  BOUNDS 
City  Manager 


RJB/ct 


xc:   Stephen  Koules 

Community  Development  Director 

Assemblyman  Steve  Clute 
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Dear  Kay  Ceniceros: 

I've  read  seme  of  your  views  about  our  environment  and  your  consideration 
for  an  Eagle  Mountain  Garbage  Dump,  for  (16,000,000)  people,  these  sponsors 
do  not  live  here  or  drink  our  water,  yet.  It  seems  to  me,  our  uncontrolled 
growth  and  too  many  people,  are  the  principal  agitating  denominators .  it 
does  not  help  us  if  you,  on  one  hand,  infer  it's  someone's  problem,  but  if 
it  will  pay  for  welfare  excesses,  it's  just  fine  with  your  contradiction. 

California  is  no  longer  ranked  in  the  top  50  for  anything  but  people  and 
problems,  that  just  don't  go  away. 

It's  time  to  straighten  out  this  mess,  stop  this  cancer  growth  that's  killing 
our  legend,  by  promoting  AIDS  to  promoting  illiteracy.  We  are  paying  the 
fiddler,  why  isn't  he  playing  our  song? 

It's  about  time  to  bring  down  the  hammer,  and  scream  for  all  the  world  to 
hear,  "We've  had  enough":!  And  send  our  problems  back  to  where  they  came  from. 


Seth  Anthony  Foster 

11  Cocamo  St. 

Palm  Springs,   92264     619-320-8189 
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Official  takes  cautious 
stance  on  landfill  plan 


By  JEFF  DILLON 

The  Desert  Sun 

DESERT  HOT  SPRINGS  —  Riv- 
erside County  Supervisor  Kay  Ceni- 
ceros  said  Monday  that  she  is  keep- 
ing an  open  mind  but  has  "major 
reservations"  about  a  plan  to  haul 
garbage  from  Los  Angeles  County 
to  Eagle  Mountain. 

Riverside  County  officials  will 
have  to  weigh  the  waste-by-rail 
plan's  environmental  problems 
against  the  financial  benefits,  she 
told  about  50  people  who  attended  a 
Mayor's  Breakfast  at  the  Royal 
Fox  Inn. 

"If  that  project  pays  for._  ."im- 
proved pre-natal  'care  J/or^thou- 
aands  _t>f  .mothers  who  otherwise 
•wouldn't  receive  it,  It  may  balance 
outr*  Ceniceros  said. 

Pomona-based  Mine  Reclama- 
tion Corp.  wants  the  county's  ap- 
proval to  haul  waste  from  the  Los 
Angeles  area  through  the  Coachella 
Valley  to  the  site  of  the  former 
Eagle  Mountain  iron  ore  mine,  60 
miles  east  of  Indio. 

The  county  would  make  money 
by  charging  S3  for  every  ton  of 
garbage  shipped,  but  Ceniceros  said 
she  doubted  estimates  that  the  fig- 
ure would  reach  $30  million  a  year. 

"But  even  half  that  would  help," 
she  said.  "Our  county  health  budget 
is  S150  million.  It's  not  a  huge 
amount,  but  it  could  be  a  meaning- 
ful amount  of  funds." 
'  ''Several  Desert  Hot  Springs  resi- 
dents told  Ceniceros  they  opposed 
bringing  urban  garbage  to  the  de- 
sert, let  alone  the  air  and  water 
pollution  accompanying  it. 

Ceniceros,  who  represents  Desert 
Hot  Springs,  North  Palm  Springs, 


KAY  CENICEROS 

Benefits  could  balance  drawbacks 

Painted  Hills  and  other  areas  to  the 
west,  told  them  the  supervisors 
want  more  public  comments  about 
the  plan,  especially  on  how  import- 
ing trash  will  affect  the  valley's 
resort  image. 

"For  cities  like  Desert  Hot 
Springs  which  are  trying  to  get  over 
the  hump  in  being  identified  as  a 
tourism-oriented  area  . . .  anything 
that  can  affect  that  image  is  a  con- 
cern," Ceniceros  said. 

Will  those  comments,  or  any  oth- 
ers, affect  the  board's  decision? 
"  "I  don't  think  it's  a  done  deal," 
Ceniceros  said. 

She  urged  both  supporters  and 
critics  of  the  project  to  mail  their 
comments  to  the- Board  of  Supervi- 
sors at  4"*80  Lemon  St  .^Riverside 
92501. 
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September  20,  1991 
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EAGLE    MOUNTAIN 


Mr.  Joe  Richards 

Riverside  County  Planning  Director 
4080  Lemon  Street ,  9th  Floor 
Riverside,  CA  92501 

DRAFT    ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT    REPORT    (DEIR) 
LANDFILL  PROJECT  -  COUNTY  OF  RIVERSIDE 

On  September  10,  1991,  the  Riverside  City  Council,  by  a  unanimous  vote,  took 
the  following  actions  on  the  above-noted  DEIR: 

1 .  Recommended  that  the  County  of  Riverside  provide  to  the  City  a 
detailed  map  indicating  the  location  of  all  transfer  stations  and  rail 
lines  prior  to  the  commencement  of  operation  of  this  facility  in  the 
event  it  is  approved.  In  the  event  that  any  alternative  rail  lines 
are  proposed  that  traverse  the  City  of  Riverside,  a  supplemental 
EIR  should  be  prepared,  and  the  City  be  given  the  opportunity  to 
review  and  comment  on  such  a  document;  and 

2 .  Went  on  record  in  strong  opposition  to  this  project  on  the  basis  that 
Riverside  County  should  not  become  a  repository  for  waste 
generated  by  urban  development  in  other  counties . 

The  City  Council  also  referred  the  matter  to  the  Council's  Land  Use  Committee 
for  further  discussion.  Any  additional  recommendations  that  are  made  by  tnat 
Committee  will  be  forwarded  to  you  at  a  later  date . 

A  copy  of  a  Planning  Department  staff  report  on  the  matter  is  enclosed  for  your 
information . 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  matter. 


John  E.  Holme9 
City  Manager 


cc:    Merle  Gardner,  Planning  Director 
David  Mares ,  County  of  Riverside 
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TO: 


EPC 


DATE:  August  28,  1991 


FROM:        Merle  G .  Gardner 
Planning  Director 

SUBJECT:     DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  /STATEMENT  (DEIR/DEIS) 
MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL-COUNTY  OF  RIVERSIDE 


:>S 


EAGLE 


The  County  of  Riverside  has  requested  the  City  of  Riverside  to  review  and 
comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report/ Statement  (DEIR/DEIS)  for 
the  above-noted  project,  involving  the  proposed  establishment  of  a  regional 
Class  III  solid  waste  disposal  site  (sanitary  landfill)  and  related  uses.  The 
site  involves  approximately  4700  acres  located  approximately  10  miles 
northwest  of  the  community  of  Desert  Center  and  Interstate  10 ,  approximately 
8000  feet  southerly  of  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  (see  Exhibit  1) .  The 
now  vacant  project  site  was  previously  utilized  by  the  Kaiser  Corporation  as 
an  Iron  ore  open  pit  mine . 

Operation  of  the  facility  will  involve  utilizing  the  existing  open  pit  mine  for  the 
disposal  of  Class  III  nonhazardous  solid  waste.  A  more  detailed  description 
of  the  site's  operation  is  attached  as  Exhibit  2.  Full  operation  of  the  facility 
would  involve  the  disposal  of  up  to  20,000  tons  of  refuse  per  day.  It  is 
anticipated  that  most  of  the  waste  to  be  disposed  of  at  the  site  will  be 
generated  in  Orange  and  Los  Angeles  Counties .  Up  to  16 ,  000  tons  per  day  will 
be  shipped  to  the  site  via  Southern  Pacific  rail  lines,  while  the  remainder 
would  be  trucked  to  the  site,  primarily  along  Interstate  10.  The  project  is 
anticipated  to  have  a  life  span  of  115  years. 

A  number  of  transfer  stations  for  waste  collection  will  be  constructed  in 
conjunction  with  the  project,  and  the  precise  rail  routes  are  dependent  on  the 
location  of  the  these  facilities.  While  a  number  of  possible  transfer  station 
sites  are  identified  in  the  DEIR  (see  Exhibit  3),  the  DEIR  does  not  formally 
address  the  establishment  of  any  such  facilities ,  which  would  be  subject  to 
separate  environmental  review.  As  a  matter  of  information,  none  of  the 
identified  possible  transfer  station  sites  lie  within  Riverside  County.  The 
nearest  such  facility  is  identified  near  the  Colton  train  yard,  located  just 
southerly  of  Interstate  10,  westerly  of  Interstate  215. 

When  the  Notice  of  Preparation  for  this  project  was  reviewed  by  the  City  in 
1989,  the  major  concern  raised  related  to  potential  rail  routes  and  their 
possible  impact  on  the  City  of  Riverside.  In  reviewing  the  DEIR,  it  appears 
that  none  of  the  planned  rail  lines  will  travel  through  the  City  of  Riverside , 
and  therefore  no  adverse  impacts  related  to  additional  rail  traffic  would 
result.  The  DEIR  further  indicates  that  all  potential  adverse  environmental 
impacts  can  be  mitigated  to  a  level  of  insignificance,  with  the  exception  of 
significant  adverse  air  quality  impacts,  which  are  unavoidable.  In  regard  to 
Air  Quality,  the  DEIR  further  notes  that  the  no  project  alternative,  which 
assumes  refuse  disposal  at  existing  landfills  in  the  proposed  service  area, 
would  also  result  in  adverse  unavoidable  air  quality  impacts.    The  summary 
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of  environmental  impacts  from  the  DEIR  is  attached  as  Exhibit  4 . 

Based  on  the  information  provided  in  the  DEIR ,  the  project  does  not  appear 
to  result  in  direct  adverse  environmental  impacts  to  the  City  of  Riverside. 
Staff  is  still  concerned  about  the  rail  lines  that  will  ultimately  be  selected  to 
serve  this  facility,  as  well  as  any  future  transfer  stations  constructed  in 
Colton  or  within  Riverside  County.  Staff's  other  observation  relates  to  the 
broader  policy  issue  that  the  project  raises  of  whether  or  not  it  is  appropriate 
for  Riverside  County  to  accept  refuse  from  other  jurisdictions  outside  the 
County  for  disposal.  This  is  a  policy  question  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
will  ultimately  decide  upon  through  their  action  on  this  project . 

Recommendation 


That  the  EPC  recommend  that  the  County  of  Riverside  provide  to  the 
City  a  detailed  map  indicating  the  location  of  all  transfer  stations  and 
rail  lines  prior  to  the  commencement  of  operation  of  this  facility  in  the 
event  it  is  approved.  In  the  event  that  any  alternative  rail  lines  are 
proposed  that  traverse  the  City  of  Riverside,  a  supplemental  EIR 
should  be  prepared,  and  the  City  be  given  the  opportunity  to  review 
and  comment  on  such  a  document. 

That  the  City  Council  go  on  record  in  strong  opposition  to  this  project 
on  the  basis  that  Riverside  County  should  not  become  a  repository  for 
waste  generated  by  urban  development  in  other  counties ; 

That  this  recommendation  be  forwarded  to  the  City  Council  and  in  turn 
to  the  County  of  Riverside  for  its  consideration. 
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September  19,   1991 


Attn:  Marianne  Wetzel 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  Resource  Area 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  2000 

North  Palm  Springs,   CA   92258-2000 

Dear  Ms.  Wetzel: 

COMMENTS  ON  THE  ADEQUACY  OF  THE  EIS/EIR  FOR  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL 

BACKGROUND 

When  the  1990' s  have  been  touted  as  "the  decade  of  the  environment", 
isn't  it  ironic  that  here  we  are,  now  pondering  a  proposal  that 
will  impact  the  environment  into  the  22nd  century?!!  How  many  other 
projects  have  you  read  of  or  heard  of  that  impact  the  22nd  Century!!! 
THE  22nd  CENTURY . . 

Last  week  EPA  Administrator  William  K.  Reilly  was  widely  quoted 
in  the  media  stating,  "landfills  will  continue  to  be  the  only  means 
of  disposal  for  many  communities  for  years  to  come,  despite  recent 
advances  in  recycling  and  incineration." 

-  Realistically  for  Southern  California,  when  SCAQMD  is  banning 
backyard  charcoal  grills,  a  chain  of  trash  incinerators 

is  not  going  to  happen. 

-  Environmental  groups  now  rank.,  recycling  last  behind  Source 
Reduction  and  Reusability  as  the  effective  methods  for 
consumers  to  reduce  the  amount  of  trash  they  generate. 

Riverside  County  faces  the  policy  question  of  accepting  waste 
from  outside  the  county.   The  EIR  covers  a  1988  SCAG  Alternative 
Site  Analysis  listing  four  sites  in  San  Bernardino  County,  three 
in  Riverside  County  and  one  each  in  Kern  and  Imperial"  Counties 
with  nothing  in  LA  County  (Mayor  Isaacs  of  Desert  Hot  Springs 
has  a  short,  but  impassioned  speech  on  that  void!)  Isn't  it 
interesting  that  LA  is  ready  to  start  "sending  out"  their  trash? 

For  the  residents  of  the  Coachella  Valley,  none  of  the  permits 
involved  protect,  our  valley.   We  are  in  the  position  of  relying 
totally  on  Riverside  County  to  guard  us  from  the  risks  and  impacts 
inherrent  in  this  project.   While  the  BLM  is  trading  acres  and 
other  agencies  are  issuing  permits,  the  Coachella  Valley  is  under 
the  County's  protective  wing  as  our  only  defender  in  this  decision- 
making process. 

Since  the  EIR  states  that  "the  landfill  will  be  designed  and 
operated  in  accordance  with  all  applicable  permit  requirements", 
I  trust  the  final  permits  and  contract  will  be  all-inclusive, 
lengthy  documents!! 
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•••If  you  were  to  do  an  environmental  evaluation  of  a  product, 
you  could  evaluate  using  a  life-cycle  analysis  taking  the 
item  through  the  entire  process  from  raw  materials  to  disposal. 

•To  me,  you  have  to  look  at  this  project  the  same  way  and 
treat  it  as  a   SYSTEM:  from  the  MRF  in  LA  to  the  transporation 
function  to  the  landfill. 

•But  this  EIR  doesn't  discuss  MRF ' s  in  any  detail!  MRF'S  are 
the  crucial  beginning  steps  of  the  waste-handling  system  and 
obviously  affect  what  comes  through  our  valley  and  what  goes 
into  the  pit  in  the  next  valley! ! 

•  Also  the  transportation  corridor  is  not  discussed  in  detail. 
It  is  the  crucial  connector  between  the  MRF'S  and  the  project 
site  AND  OBVIOUSLY  has  great  impact  on  this  valley!   For  all 
the  debate  we  have  on  aerosols  and  paper  versus  plastics, 
experts  say  that  far  greater  damage  is  done  to  the  environment 

by  the  so-called  bigger  problems  ( ie wasteful  transporation 

systems).   As  covered  in  the  EIR,  this  is  a  wasteful  system 
of  diesel  trucks,  trains  and  equipment. 

»••  Are  MRF'S  controlled  and  operated  by  MRC?  Who  has  responsibility? 

o  •  <•   Several  communities  supposedly  in  line  to  be  potential  sites 
have  balked  at  serving  as  hosts??   Where  will  they  be  and  when 
will  they  go  into  operation? 


8     •  ♦  •  Riverside  County  does  not  have  a  program  for  disposal  of 

homeowners'  hazardous  materials  or  a  MRF,  so  they  will  continue 
to  go  into  the  trash  and  into  the  landfill? 
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•  •  »  Handling  of  Green  Waste  needs  to  be  addressed,  including  a 

system  of  "mandatory  "  composting  in  LA. 

•  ♦  •  The  subject  of  screening  really  vexes  me.   The  EIR  describes 

it  as  a  hand-sorting,  visual  inspection  done  by  workers 
spreading  out  the  trash  on  a  tipping  floor.   MRC  shows  slides 
of  a  conveyor  belt  "picking  line". 

•  The  analogy  that  keeps  coming  back  to  me  is  this: 

Lots  (EIR  nees  to  enumerate  how  many  will  be  needed  to  handle 
20,000  TPD  through  the  6  MRF's!)  of  minimum-wage  employees 
doing  this  sorting  line  compared  to   an  automobile  assembly 
line  with  highly-paid  UAW  workers,  close  inspections,  auto- 
mation and  technology  up  the  gazoo;  but  still  cars  get  into 
customers'  hands  without  vital  parts!!   It  only  stands  to  reason 
that  there  will  be  hazardous  wastes  shipped  through  our  veilley 
and  put  into  the  pit,  when  the  system  says  it's  not  supposed 
to  happen. 

•  The  EIR  needs  to  provide  further  data  on  the  hazardous  waste 
content  of  trash,  beyond  the  one  figure  quoted  of  2/10' s  of 
a  percent  by  weight!   But  even  using  that  lone  figure  for 
perspective:  20,000  TPD  x  .002=  40  TPD  ( 80 , 000#/day )  x  "365" 
days  x  "115"  years  =  "approximately"  3.4  billion  pounds  of 
hazardous  waste  to  deal  with  at  the  MRF's.   Working  at  a  MRF 
certainly  promises  to  be  great  duty. 


§»%  mfflfflmm-. 


DOCUMENT  0157 


13 


14 


15 


16 

17 

IS 

19 
20 
21 


S: 


EARTHQUAKES 

«*■  Far  be  it  from  me  to  denigrate  the  folks  at.  RECON  since  I  can't 
begin  to  fathom  the  man  hours  involved  in  producing  the  1000+ 
pages  of  this  document.   BUT,  if  you're  going  to  build  the 
world's  largest  landfill  AND  you: re-  going  to  transport  trash 
alongside  the  world's  most  well-known  earthquake  fault,  then 
common  sense  says  you  have  to  talk   about  it  in  the  EIR! ! • 

•  Through  the  all-knowing,  all-seeing  wisdom  of  CEQA,  the  EIR 

has  to  examine  whether  the  project  may  have  a  significant  effect 
on  archaeological  or  paleontological  resources;  and  that's 
great.   But  doesn't  common  sense  tell  us  that  there's  going 
to  be  MORE  impact  on  MORE  people  from  an  incident  of  seismicity 
than  from  an  incident  of  archaeology??! 

•  Seismicity  (p. 251)  is  discussed  at  the  pit  only!  What  about 
during  sorting  and  what  about  during  transport??!!  Through 
this  valley  the  San  Andreas  Fault  parallels  the  railroad  until 
they  intersect  farther  downvalley.   The  fault  needs  to  be 
addressed,  instead  of  just  shown  in  a  diagram  in  Figure  64. 

•  When  comparing  Amboy  to  Eagle  Mountain,  the  EIR  states  "There 
are  no  known  significant  geologic  hazards  associated  with  the 
Eagle  Mountain  project...."  When  you  take  the  big-picture  view 
of  the  SYSTEM  (MRF's  to  trains  to  landfill),  I  submit  to  you 
that  this  viewpoint  must  be  expanded  to  cover  the  faults  along 
the  transporation  corridor  and  back  at  the  MRF's. 

•  •  •  How  does  the  project  match  up  to  the  9-11-91  EPA  rules  on 

building  away  from  faults? 

...Chapter  15  (p. 483)  requirements  state  that  Class  III  landfills 
must  be  designed  to  withstand  the  maximum  probable  earthquake 
without  damage  to  foundation  or  to  structures  which  control 
leachate  surface  drainage. 
»  When  THE  BIG  ONE  comes  on  the  southern  San  Andreas  (as  it  is 
expected  to  during  the  dump's  lifespan),  what's  it  going  to 
do  to  the  pit? 

•  How  will  leakage  into  the  groundwater  be  prevented? 

...  Just  over  a  week  ago  (9-11-91)  we  had  a  countywide  earthquake 
drill.   I'm  curious  as  to  what  comments  you  might  get  from 
Tom  Freeman  and  Howard  Townsend  concerning  the  EIR's  total 
lack  of  mention  of  earthquake  preparedness! ! 

AIR  QUALITY 

*  »  •  Quoting  the  EIR  "  The  project  would  contribute  particulates 

and  vehicle  emissions  to  the  Southeast  Desert  and  South  Coast 
air  basins,  A  CUMULATIVE  IMPACT  WHICH  CANNOT  BE  MITIGATED." 
I  disagree.   And,  if  I've  heard  of  Emissions'  Offset,  I  can 
only  surmise  that  RECON  should  have  heard  of  it  too.  Using 
the  Coachella  Valley's  PM-10  program  and  whatever  else   SCAQMD 
requires,  the  EIR  needs  to  discuss  how  the  project  will  mitigate 
this  "unmitigatable"  impact. 
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23  .  Hopefully,  this  additional  study  will  show  that  we  needn't 

be  the  "receptor"  in  this  Source-Receptor  relationship. 

24  «  The  EIR  needs  to  study  the  benefits  of  electrification  of 

Eagle  Mountain  Railway  and  the  main  lines  versus  the 
significant  impact  of  diesel  emissions  on  our  air  quality. 

25  •  The  EIR  needs  to  study  the  elimination  of  PM-10  at  the  project 

site  (which  combined  with  Santa  Ana  winds  would  bring  additional 
PM-10  to  the  Coachella  Valley) . 

WATER  QUALITY 

26  •••  Let's  set  the  tone  on  water  with  a  quote  from  p. 599,  "The 

project  design  has  many  features  and  conditions  to  avoid  ground- 
water contamination,  but  if  it  were  to  pollute  the  groundwater 
in  the  Chuckwalla  basin,  the  impact  would  be  one  of  very  long 
term  significance.    ...  the  contamination  would  affect  such 
a  large  volume  of  groundwater  that  remediation  of  the  problem 
would  be  extremely  difficult." 

27  .  The  EIR  maintains  that  the  risk  to  groundwater  is  insignificant: 

•  Please  reconsider  the  recurrent  theme  of  "arid  climate" 
to  include  our  summer  thunderstorms  where  we  can  get 
an  inch  of  rain  in  an  hour.   Lots  of  water  will 
obviously  fall  into  the  pit  itself.   Flash-flood  run-off 
is  supposed  to  be  diverted  from  the  pit? 

«  The  heavy  use  of  water  trucks  for  dust  control  is  talked 
about  several  times  without  any  indication  of  how  this 
will  impact  water  getting  into  the  pit. 

•  And  lastly,  the  question  of  Green  Waste  enters  this  topic 
as  well.  Experience  in  my  yard  tells  me  that  clippings 
generate  condensation.   If  green  waste  goes  into  the  pit, 
water  will  be  going  in  too!! 

•  The  EIR  talks  of  water  being  pumped  out  of  the  pit  in  1990,, 
followed  by  the  water  level  recovering  rapidly=f ractures  in 
bedrock  forming  the  sides  and  bottom  of  the  pit.   If  water 
can  come  in,  doesn't  it  mean  that  water  (leachate)  can  also 
escape? 

#  On  the  subject  of  leachate  collection,  the  EIR  says  "the 

system  will  be  designed  based  on  minimum  engineering  requirements. 

31  •  Let's  discuss  overkill,  upgrades  and  retrofits  instead 

of  least  possible. 

32  •  Let's  have  the  EIR  reflect  Best  Available  Technology, 

instead  of  the  minimum  MRC  can  build  for  the  project. 

33  •  How  is  the  liner  of  gravel,  clay  and  plastic  installed 

on  uneven  pit  walls?? 

34  '  Re  9-11-91  EPA  regulations,  how  does  Eagle  Mountain  meet  the 

required  cleanup  of  any  groundwater  contamination? 

35  '  Re  9-11-91  EPA  regulations,  does  Eagle  Mountain  meet  the 

provisions  on  leak  detection? 

36  ...  MWD's  Colorado  River  Aqueduct  is  adjacent  to  the  eastern 

boundary  of  the  pro ject-DOWNWIND.   Also  the  rail  line  and 
Eagle  Mountain  Rd.  cross  the  aqueduct.   Furthermore,  the 
Eagle  Mountain  Pumping  Station  is  adjacent  to  the  proposed 
Eagle  Mountain  Rd.  Extension. 


28 
29 

30 
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38 
39 


.  In  the  Appendix  is  a  letter  from  MWD  concerning  water  quality 

in  the  Aqueduct. 
.  This  question  of  effect  was  also  asked  in  1989  at  a  Scoping 

Meeting  in  Desert  Center. 

•  Yet  this  was  not  addressed  or  discussed  in  the  EIR;  please 
do  so! 

•  The  EIR  discusses  bridge  repairs  (primarily  north  of  the  10)- 
what  about  the  aqueduct  crossings  specifically?? 

•  My  backyard  experiences  a  phenomena  whereby  the  pool  seems 
to  have  a  magnetic  field  attracting  wind-blown  debris.   Does 
the  aqueduct  have  a  similar  magnetism  for  debris? 


RAILROAD  ITEMS 
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42 
43 

44 
45 
46 

47 


•  •  •  Train/Truck  Accident  Rates  are  shown  in  a  table  of  1982-1986 

data.   This  information  is  obviously  out  of  date  versus  current 
PUC  data  showing  a  trend  of  increasing  rail  problems  (83%  increase 
in  accidents  from  1987  to  1989). 

•  Then  you  factor  in  SPRR's   "wonderful"  record  this  summer. 

•  Two  horrendous  derailments  (Sacramento  River  and  Ventura 
County) . 

•  A  rail  carrier  that's  into  junk  bonds  and  Federal  safety 
inspections  cancelled  due  to  carrier  complaints  about 
previous  inspections  hurting  it  financially. 

•  A  rail  carrier   sending  a  Letter  to  the  Editor  (  LA  Times) 
trumpeting,  "The  public  can  rely  on  us!"   Really??! 

•  Yet,  in  a  discussion  on  response  teams  (p. 352)  the  EIR 
thinks  there  is  adequate  mitigation  for  the  potential 
increase  in  accidents.   Considering  the  old  data  ('82- '86) 
versus  the  recent  trend  ('87-' 89)  versus  this  summer's 
SPRR  performance,  I  wonder  if  RECON  is  considering  a  re- 
write of  this  opinion?!! 

•  Any  empirical  evidence  on  the  impact  of  a  "normal"  train 
accident  versus  an  accident  on  "a  project  the  people  didn't 
want  in  the  first  place"? 

•  The  PUC  would  like  tougher  regulations  than  the  federal 
standards  for  rail  shipments.   If  that  could  not  be  applied 
to  the  main  lines,  what  about  just  applying  to  the  Eagle 
Mountain  Railway? 

•  •  •  The  "typical"  stack  train  is  given  an  approximate  net  weight 

of  3500T.  What  about  gross? 
«♦•  The  EIR  gives  a  median  average  of  35  trains/day  for  the 

Coachella  Valley.   What's  the  impact  of  a  17%  increase  in  volume 

represented  by  the  6  additional  trains? 
• •  •  Please  have  EIR  reflect  that  it  just  took  five  years  for  SPRR 

to  issue  permits  to  CVWD  covering  a  SI. 5  million  project 

covering  the  concrete  lining  of  our  storm  channel  where  Indio 

Blvd.  and  the  SPRR  tracks  cross  the  channel. 

•  ••  Over  the  last  20  years  Japan's  bullet  trains  have  been  protected 

by  an  automatic  early  warning  system  for  earthquakes  (with 
an  average  of  less  than  one  false  alarm  per  year).  Please 
investigate  and  include  in  the  EIR! 
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48  •••  WHAT'S    IN    THE    PIT   NOW,    SPECIFICALLY!!!!?? 

•••In  the  Appendix  there's  a  letter  from  the  California  Waste 
Management  Board  saying  that  AB3180  requires  the  lead  agency 
to  adopt  a  monitoring  program  for  each  mitigation  measure 

49  required  in  the  certified  environmental  document.   Compliance 
with  this  should  be  addressed  in  the  EIR.   But  there  is  no 
mention  of  any  of  this  in  your  draft  EIR;  what  happened??! 

50  Also,  any  discussion  of  the  8-1/2  page  EIR  checklist  of  items 
that  are  supposed  to  be  included? 

•••The  EIR  vacillates  with  its  screening  stories:  random 

containers  at  the  site  versus  all  arriving  containers.  Obviously 
the  projected  150  site  workers  aren't  capable  of  sorting 

51  40,000,000  pounds  per  day.  When  hazardous  waste  is  found, 
where  will  it  go  and  what  are  the  procedures?? 

52  •  • *  What  will  be  done  with  waste  if  there  is  a  temporary  shutdown 

of  the  rail  line?   (Indio  Scoping  Session  1989) 

53  •••  How  will  we  know  the  site  isn't  taking  in  more  than  it's 

permitted  to?  (Riverside  City  1989) 

54  •  •  •  What  would  be  the  impact  if  MRC  started  operations  without 

having  all  trash  handled  in  the  available  MRF's? 

55  •  •  •  What  commentary  can  the  EIR  provide  on  the  adequacy  of 

the  $.05/ton  Closure  Fund  monies??!  What  track  record  is  there 
in  the  industry  regarding  these  funds? 

56  •  •  •  What  impacts  have  different  jurisdictions  suffered  when  they 

were  caught  up  in  the  whirlwind  of  liability  insurance  vs. 
polluting  companies ' /insurers '  squabbles   vs.    Insurance 
Environmental  Litigation  Assocation's  legal  appeals  vs. 
Superfund  bankruptcies?????? 

ITEMS  OF  CONVENIENCE 


•••  One  of  the  lessons  I  learned  from  Palm  Desert's  own  controversy 
of  Altamira  versus  Bighorn  Institute  is  that  CEQA  makes  it 
the  applicant's  responsiblity  to  mitigate  existing  residents 
and  land  uses.   Please  apply  that  to  the  following  items: 

•»•  The  EIR  needs  to  discuss  the  totally  unnecessary  (to  Eastern 
Riverside  County)  impacts  of  two  items: 
57      ••  Recyclable  Storage-the  first  area  of  the  project  you  would 
see  coming  up  Eagle  Mountain  Road  is  322  acres  planned  for 
use  as  a  recyclable  storage  area,  namely  stuff  for  which 
there  is  no  immediate  market. 

•  We  know  there  aren't  too  many  potential  buyers/users  for 
these  materials  in  Desert  Center  or  Eagle  Mountain. 

•  We  also  know  the  old  saying  "Out  of  Sight-  Out  of  Mind". 
Once  LA  gets  rid  of  this  stuff,  no  creative  thinkers 
will  be  piqued  by  the  sight  of  these  containers  sitting 
day  after  day.   And  therefore  no  brilliant  ideas  will  be 
forthcoming  on  how  to  utilize  this  junk. 

53  •  Store  these  containers  back  in  LA  and  save  us  the  impacts 

of  the  trips  back  and  forth! ! ! ! ! 
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59  -  .  Green  Waste-  the  EIR  contains  a  brief  treatment  of  composting 

p. 108)  but  doesn't  even  ask  (let  alone  answer)  the  question 
"What  about  Green  Waste?" ! 
.  Obviously  we  would  suffer  the  same  unncessary  impacts 
from  the  unnecessary  transporting  of  green  waste  as  from 
the  above  mentioned  recyclables. 

•  In  addition,  simple  observation  gives  us  condensation  from 
clippings  =  water  in  the  pit  =  leachate  =  groundwater 
pollution  =  the  quote  from  EIR  p.  599  referred  to  under' 
WATER  QUALITY  ("....  but  if  it  were  to  pollute  the 
groundwater "  ) 

•  Furthermore,  economics  and  AB939  should  tell  us  not  to 
-waste  approximately  a  third  of  the  landfill's  capacity 

on  Green  Waste. 

60  *  Maintaining  my  consistency,  the  EIR  should  establish  that 

composting  on  the  project  site  is  equally  as  unpalatable 
as  recyclable  storage  on  site!!   Do  it  at  the  source, 
back  in  LA! ! !  !  ! 


MISCELLANEOUS  ITEMS 


•  •  •  Apparently  MRC 
in  the  project 
me  respond  to 
61  rail  strike  wo 
650  trucks  per 
"scientific"  t 

•  Let  him  tel 

•  I'll  lease 

•  And  we1 11  s 
drag  of  his 

•  When  his  ne 
lynch  him  i 

•  Then  hopefu 
realistic  a 
per  day  thr 


has  chosen  to  greatly  reduce  the  use  of  trucks 
;  but,  since  this  item  appears  in  the  EIR,  let 
the  published  conclusion  that  the  impact  of  a 
uld  not  be  significant  even  though  an  additional 

day  would  be  needed.   I've  got  a  little 
est  for  the  RECON  person  who  wrote  that  opinion: 
1  me  where  he  lives. 
650  tractor  trailers, 
pend  a  couple  of  days  going  up  and  down  the  main 

town, 
ighbors  find  out  why  this  is  happening,  they'll 
n  the  town  square. 

lly,  his  replacement  at  RECON  will  write  a  more 
ssessment  of  the  impact  involved  in  1300  trips 
ough  this  valley. 


62  ».»  The  EIR  needs  to  discuss  the  fact  that  tourism  is  this  valley's 

number  one  industry;   what  impacts  will  there  be  to  the  valley's 
resort  image  from  importing  trash? 

63  •••  Please  include  copies  of  the  MOU  agreement  and  the  most  recent 

draft  of  the  development  agreement  in  the  EIR!!! 

64  ...Just  over  a  week  ago  (9-11-91),  the  EPA  issued  new  regulations 

for  landfills.   Complete  coverage  on  how  Eagle  Mountain  measures 
up  to  these  rules  needs  to  be  included  in  the  EIR! ! ! 

65  •••  Would  you  please  extend  your  comments  deadline  of  9-24-91  only 

in  relation  to  these  new  EPA  rules?   When  the  document  becomes 
available  to  the  public  from  EPA  and  GPO,  I  would  like  to  be 
able  to  send  in  any  appropriate  additional  comments  on  the 
project. 
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In  closing,  I  trust  that  the  folks  at  BLM,  Riverside  County, 
RECON  and  MRC  will  take  these  comments  constructively,  as  they 
are  intended  to  promote  an  improved  EIR  initially  and,  ultimately, 
an  improved  project. 

Sincerely, 


firJJh  <£fat~*s 


Erik  Joki 


Erik  Joki 

72-687  Sun  Valley  Lane 

Palm  Desert,   CA   92260-6513 

619-340-4270 
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County  of  Riverside 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 
David  Mares, 
Senior  Planner,   Planning  Department 


□ATE:  September  11,    1991 


Steven  L.    Samaniego,   LEA  Supervisor  |& 

Eagle  Houhtain  Landfill  Specific  Plan  and  eis/EIR 


1      CoS^yS°f^i^Siedeflna9e,nent  Enf— nt  Agency  for  the 

be  expected* ^  be^store^Tn  £r,l0d  °5  tirae  that  waste  wil1 
of   loading  at  a  ^"S^lSdfS^t^Sr1^^!^?  ""   ^'^ 

SSving00^  to  f^AhefdL^r  ""i"10  c°"<"ticn  of  waste 
vectors,  etc  £?!«  deconP°se  «nd  generate  odors,  liquid, 
and  o"itt^Cta»PS:t£«T   e5Ctended    "0ra9e    tina    and   ^avei 

ep«r«£iemllito3d  S^SSSL1?  function  with  landfill 
Environmentally  Sff  P^forlo ^JSBffi  «»   Callf°rnia 

at  significant  force  to  exSeJf  deJthTofTiU?^1"9  8PPlled 
™i??gateedXPlflin   h°W   thB    f°rCe    aPPlied   *>    the    liner   will    bB 

II     Water/Engineering 

use   of'ha^Tim^t^ater   toTeJ0^*^  <allUde    t0    the 
potable    supply.       it T  is    till  ll  ??£*  re^ireinents   for  a 

into  tri^'th^iiiu  Ut«  ^tJS*/?1"^,1-  l0°king 
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B.    it  appears  that  the  water  for  thie  nM4__*    < 
to     come     only    from     the    heavily     over    A* J*  V 'S  *?.  goJng 
Hydrologic     Basin.  Even      thouah     ?L     A     J*     "walla 

theoretically  has  s»va?«i  ^S£i  ^  Chuckawalla  Basin 
.vailable?llythehaLaltr%arS?^Jea"enof  ,  •to»g« 
degradation   of   the   chemical ^juSE?  ir ,    f  "•     "gns      of 

as  the  water  table  drop  ,  tt?,^iBM^  listing  wells 
treatment    of    the    water    l«    *A    -  fy  rB<?uire   extensive 

understanding   Sat    Xaisar    J?f,  future,        it    is    our 

Hydrologic  fasin  whicn  I.  located™™*  Jfi  ^  Pinto 
north.         Even     though     this     is     a     fflueh      "t  ,  "^v     *°     the 

STdSlJtS'd1?. Basin  wella  should  be  UBe*  a*  l-»™" 

required    fa^JliK  °L+u*  ?uR/llB  ilaP"<«  that  Kaiser  was  not 

SSSiS  w^ter^ierved11  at^Eaglf  „££££•  T^A  °f  the 
eighties.  Actually  ttey  were  rl?r  h  S",^1^  th°  earlv 
early   as    isifi^    <-«   «r,^,.   !J  !  required  by  this  Department  as 

triLiyttAd^wate^avail^L8^10^68   °f   ^   Pr°ble"   and 

tho  J?"  Apparently  radon  still  has  not  been  tested  for  in 
SLpit8,?r  0ther  ^Inerable  locations  at  the  site  This 
iSltvW2il<,IQSt,1S,ly  be  placed  iB  thV  Public  *  Worker 
?epSt.P         °n  °f  thS  PUbUc  Health  &  Safety  section  o?  Se 

III     Hazardous  Materials 

Pundai^nta?^^11^  X"   dra"/EIR   aPP«"   to   address    the 

studies  h.l*.S*i.«n  ^S  in_foj™»tion  contained  in  the  EIR, 
poss  Slitv  of  o  «  S"e  ^  °ther  landfm*  indicating  the 
waet»  ii!y  f  jJo2*J  hawrdoiui  waste  by  weight  in  the  solid 
tons/rt*^8™     destlned     fo*     2-gle     Mountain.  At     20,000 

^IZ^^ESt^0  Wday  potential  of  hazardous 

Earn  wOT  .Jf "  ^  3S5W5TS  £."2&S 
thif  most ^  iJSrJ!5J  UP  tD  ^e  v«ious  regions.  Therefore^ 
K-if  -  st  imPortar>t  area  of  concern  as  it  pertains  to 
hazardous  waste  has  not  been  fully  addressed.        pe"alnS     t0 
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D.   what  will  Riverside  County's  roll  be  in  the  waste 

w« r!rtSi2!  P^C6tS  b°^  3t  the  lan^fill  and  elsewhere.   JJJJ 
we  address  the  hazardous  waste  issue  in  a  manner  similar  to 
,  C"»«"1-  landfi^  l°»d  check  program  (spot  checks)  or 
will  something  more  intensive  be  needed? 


11 


Who  will  do  on-site  segregation 
hazardous/radioactive  wastes? 


of 


cc: 


Gary  Root,  Manager,  Waste  Regulation  Branch 
Don  Park,  Water  Engineering 
Jim  Ray,  Hazardous  Materials 
Laurie  Hoik,  LEA 
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Stove  Samanieeo 
August  30,  1991 
Page   2 


12 

13 
14 
15 

IS 
17 

18 


19 


20 


21 


anticipated?                                                               day     of      local      wasto      is 
6.         How   will       incoming   solid      wasto    ho      <~ j.    -■   * 

-«. «  phas. ,  .„tai„.r  h.nSJS^tin?siSnio:t.thssdou* 

of  th.  L.ch.t.  or  eh.mie.I  «,o;tSl*«*„^iS.z^dotuse.d'"°"Str"i0n 

J.   Will  the  container  handlino  varM   k~  „_ 

soil  contamination  from  ^rease^^^^^  K#*  ™«* 

^•reStor'JL^^  oil/gr.ase 

of  hazardous  waste  (petroleum  products  III  TaSf."""" 
vessel  meting  the  requirements  oASf^  maTbi  a^blo™^ 

U  "I  a0cfCeepJaSoJen9  ^^"^l.^,^"--  J-J«}tl^ 

deteriorated  condition  and  are  op,r,t.d  «  !  k  n0t  an  a 
minimize  the  possibility  of  !  XlIJl!  r  fh  a,manner  so  as  to 
facilities  may  be  required!    relea8e-   Co«"ty  Fire  approval  of 

M.    Employees  should   be  tminoH   ♦.»*.!_- 

handling  of  hazardous  mateVia!s/waste     °  appropriate   le^  °^ 

continge'ncx^pran^^Jd   be^^^plal"105^9  "^ 
commencement  of  land? Ul  operations.     '  *"d  op8rational   « 

0   Hazardous  waste   and  other  relevant  operating  permits  should 
be  acquired  prior  to  commencement  of  operations?  PermitS  ahould 

xi:*h:Wi#U%uk:Sii;.:nV  additional  '"formation  is  needed  or  if 
Sincerely , 


James  A.  Ray 

Hazardous  Materials  Specialist 

JAR: si v 
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State  of  California 


Environmental  Protection  Agency 


Memorandum 


September  24,  1991 


To 


Russ  Colliau 
State  Clearinghouse 
14  00  Tenth  Btrcct 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

David  Marcs 

Riverside  County  Planning  Department 
4080  Lemon  Street,  Ninth  Floor 
Riverside,  California   92501 

Marianne  Wetzel 

Eureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  R.A. 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

P.O.  Do>:  2000 

N.  Palm  Springs,  California  92258-2000 


from        :     

G^arWLarsa*  ^-Supervising  Waste  Management  Specialist 
/a  nfl^ a  n  a  g  e  r 

Waste  Generation  Analysis  and  Environmental  Assessment 

Branch 

Planning  and  Assistance  Division 

CALIFORNIA  INTEGRATED  WASTE  MANAGEMENT  BOARD 

Subject:   SCII  §    89081413:   Draft  Environmental  Impact 

Statement/Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIS/EIR)  for 
the  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project,  including  the 
Federal  Land  Exchange  and  Right-of-Way  Approval,  the 
Riverside  County  General  Plan  Amendment,  and  Specific 
Plan  No. ,  Riverside  County. 

California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  (CIWMB)  staff  have 
reviewed  the  documents  and  offer  the  following  comments: 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  UniLed  SLaLes  Department  uT  the  Interior,  Bureau  or  Land 
Management  (BLM)  and  the  Riverside  County  Planning  Department, 
jointly  acting  as  Lead  Agency,  in  association  with,  Mine 
Reclamation  Corporation  and  Drovming-Perris  Industries,  are 
proposing  to  establish  -a  Class  III  nonhazardous  solid  waste 
landfill  in  an  unused  open  pit  mine  located  at  Eagle  Mountain  in 
northeastern  Riverside  County,  California.   Eagle  Mountain  is 
located  in  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area.   Kaiser  Steel 
Corporation  operated  the  mine  from  1948  to  1983. 
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Pit.   The  project  would  be  located  in  JheLs?pSaSf.Ea9le 
SSf^4'69^"65'  Portions'whiS  arfuJde/puliic^"1119 
ownership.  The  public  lands,  as  well  as  some  adjacent  lands 
Eii  SS  transferre<3  out  of  federal  ownership  by  the  Bur«aS  of 
Land  Management  (BLM)  to  Kaiser  Steel  Resources,  Inc   in 
exchange  for  lands  owned  by  Kaiser.       ^cesr  J-™=. ,  m 

™  *he  iiM?  Sit?  acre£ge,  approximately  2,272  acres  would 

^^  landfill  footprint  for  dispoLl'of  2S?0u0  ?ons  per 
day  (TPD)  of  nonhazardous  waste  in  the  East  Pit  area   Th* 

ISST  °n  WaSte  WOUld  orl^"a^  ^om  the  coSties  of  iS 
Angeles,  Orange,  San  Bernardino,  and  Riverside  to  allow  an 
average  of  16,000  TPD  to  be  transferred  from  various  Material 
Recovery  Facilities  to  specially  designed  rail-haSl  containers 
The  course  for  waste  transport  would  utilize  approximately  111' 
mxles  of  the  Southern  Pacific  mainline  and  a  private  52 -mile 
Kaiser  rail  line  to  the  site.  A  new  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  (FLPMA)  right-of-way  would  be  issued  over  the 
entire  length  of  the  existing,  legislatively  authorized  Eaole 

vt^t*?   raU  ^ne'  the  existin?  Eagle  Mountain  Road  Sd  ?K 
Eagle  Mountain  Road  Extension.   The  remaining  4,000  TPD  would  be 

sSe1°ate?  fbS?,^  by  tri£k'  Total  «3«**Y  «>f  5e  Tilt  it 
stated  at  1.3  billion  tons  with  an  expected  lifespan  of  115 

yGSiB • 

wOUl5i^JY;>,t^-Eagl-/OUntain  ^""l  Specific  Plan  #252 
would  amend  the  Riverside  County  General  Plan  and  the  Zoninq 
Ordinance  and  Map  to  facilitate  initiation  of  a  landfill 
operation  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  mine  site.  The  Specific  Plan 
fssocift^1?^3?31^  to^uPP°rt  <**  addition  of  landfill  and 
aanS?t^ '?  *nf  US!w  0n  the  Pr°Ject  site.  The  design  of  the 
landfill  includes  the  use  of  a  liner  on  the  bottom  and  side 

lltm         J?*   ?lti/,5*achate  Collecti°n  Recovery  and  Treatment 
system,  and  a  landfill  gas  collection  system. 

INTRODUCTION 

The  Introduction  provides  an  overview  of  the  existing  solid  waste 
management  system,  which  involves  public  and  private  refuse 
collection,  public  and  private  operation  of  solid  waste 
facilities,  multi-agency  regulation  and  regional  versus  local 

countv^n^:*  ?3?e  ?,?f  tte  DEIR  indica*ed  that  San  Bernardino 
County  generates  1.2  million  tons  per  year  (3,900  TPD  tons  oer 
day  based  on  a  6  day  work  week)  and  assumed  that  if  p.?  capita 
^L^n?rati°n  ^ncrea?es.at  the  saine  "»t«  as  elsewhere  in 
ma^^r^us^^n'e^rs?9  0apaCity  f°r  S»  -™*"»°  County 
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Mr.  Mares  and  Ms.  Wetzel 

Page  5  or  tne  DEIR  indicated  the  Riverside  county  solid  Waste 
Management  plan  (CoSWMP)  estimates  total  solid  waste  generation 
in  the  county  xn  1390  at  1.56  Million   teas  per  *e_r  (I  000  tpd 
tons  per  day,  based  on  a  6  day  work  week)  and  estimates  that 
waste  generation  will  almost  double  between  1987  and  2005.   Pane 
5  indicated  that  Orange  County  has  a  current  waste  disposal  rates 
ranging  xrom  4.0  to  5.0  million  tons  per  year  (12,900  tpd  to 
16,100,  TPD  based  on  a  6  day  work  week)  and  the  existing 
landfills  combined  capacity  will  be  11  years.  Page  4  of  the  DEIR 
indicated  waste  projections  for  Los  Angeles  county  approximate  14 
million  tons  per  year  (45,000  tons  per  day,  based  on  a  6  day  work 
week) .  Page  4  further  stated  that  Los  Angeles  County  is 
currently  experiencing  a  5,000  tpd  snortrali  which  is  expected  to 
increase  to  20,000  TPD  by  1997.  ^ 

The  DEIR  indicated  Los  Angeles  County  has  attempted  to  implement 
residential  source  separation  as  a  waste  diversion  program  and 
has  diverted  approximately  900  TPD  through  this  program.  An 
assumption  is  made  that  the  existing  level  of  diversion  ranges 
from  12  to  15  percent  of  the  total  waste  generated  in  Los  Angeles 
County.  No  verification  of  this  diversion  level  is  offered  in 
this  document,  please  substantiate  these  assumptions  in  the 
FEIR.  Actual  waste  generation  studies  which  have  been  conducted 
throughout  the  four  Counties  would  supply  quantitative 
information  necessary  tor  a  determination  of  wastes  generated 
diverted  and  disposed.  Staff  request  that  descriptions  and  ' 
results  of  studies  performed  be  included  in  the  FEIR. 

The  proposed  landfill  design  parameters  shall  be  done  in 
compliance  with  federal  and  state  minimum  standards.  The  FEIR 
should  include  a  description  of  the  proposed  site's  design 
standards  in  accordance  with  recently  adopted  40  CFR  Part  257 
?,_*,?;   In  additi°"'  the  DEIR  stated  proposed  site  capacity  at 
1.3  oiiiion  tons,   if  one  calculates  20,000  TPD  at  365  days  per 
year  for  115  years,  the  total  capacity  is  839.5  million  and  not 
the  1.3  billion  tons  as  indicated.   Staff  request  the  FEIR  to 
include  a  calculated  maximum  tonnage  and  a  correction  of  this 
discrepancy. 

GENERAL  COMMENTS  -  Waste  Types  to  be  Received 

Page  48  of  the  DEIR  indicated  the  proposed  waste  types  to  consist 
of  garbage,  trash,  refuse,  paper,  rubbish,  industrial  waste, 
ashes,  appliances,  food  waste,  and  other  materials  provided  that 
such  wastes  do  not  contain  wastes  which  must  be  managed  as 
hazardous  waste  or  wastes  with  soluble  pollutants  in 
concentrations  that  exceed  water  quality  objectives.   No 
hazardous  wastes  or  materials  which  contain  materials  which  must 
_e  managed  as  hazardous  wastes,  or  wastes  which  contain  soluble 
constituents  which  could  degrade  water  quality  would  be  accepted. 
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Mr.  Mares  and  Ms.  Wetzel 

Please  include  an  estimate  of  the  quantity  of  each  vaste  type  in 
the  response  to  comments.  Additional  information  rSJrdiSFthe 
'"51"  £Las£es  and  industrial  wastes  ifi  requested  to  ve?if J 

whfch  llallll  S"  "f™  °f  ^BSe  wa5tes'  ligation  meSSS 
which  address  the  adverse  environmental  impacts  associated  with 
these  wastes  should  be  included  as  a  part  of  the  MfTS  tlT 
included  with  the  feir.  MMIS  and 

The  FEIR  should  include  a  completed  analysis  with  references  -mri 
associated  hydrologic  data  to  indicate  the  potintial  for 
significant  impacts  associated  with  ash  and  industrial  waste- 

SHrtrmK;  -ffeCtS  Ur°  Vater  *™Uty-      in  aJdKion?  the 
DEIR  should  contain  a  completed  drainage  plan  which  describes  the 
potential  for  water  quality  impacts  at  the  site?    aescritJes  the 

Mitigation  Measures 

^fL^'?UeSt  ***  ?EIE  include  geologic  and  hydrologic 
information  specific  to  the  potential  impacts  associated  with 
recently  investigated  site  conditions  upon:      OCia^a  with 
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Leachate  migration  downward  or  laterally  due  to  the  site's 

?*  ,2L???enCy  f°r  surface  wate^  to  recharge  groundwater 
in  a  dendritic  manner  through  the  fractured  bedrock 
characteristic  throughout  the  proposed  site  requires  that  an 
adequate  groundwater  monitoring  system  is  established  to 
prevent  groundwater  contamination  from  leachate  migration. 

Ability  of  on-site  geologic  faults  to  act  as  a  possible 
conduit  for  leachate  migration  into  subsurface,  groundwater 
storage  basins  and  potentially  degrade  groundwater.   Provide 

Satchao^2^!aSUrKS^°  6nSUre  Uner  P«*°raance  standards  to 
match  expected  subsidence  over  the  proposed  115  year 
lifespan;  desiccation  of  the  proposed  material  during  normal 

lltllt1^   «nditions'  and'  the  post-closure  maintenance 
period  conditions; 

The  impact  of  alterations  of  proposed  surface  drainage  plans 

tnt™T?K  °f.?,"°?d.H  10°  rear  eto"»  vhich  could  P 
intersect  the  mill  tailing  areas,  and  thus  affect  the 
aoiiity  to  obtain  the  proposed  cover  material  (mill 
tailing)  ;  »««*** 

Groundwater,  based  on  assessment  studies  to  describe 
potential  degradation  of  surface  and  groundwater  with 
appropriate  mitigation  measures  to  protect  the  Chuckwalla 


_ — k__ — •:•:•••::■:■:■:■:•;•:■:;:;:■:•:;.  _v.  .  ::•£:$%•>: 
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Mr.  Mares  and  Ms.  Wetzel 

SPECIFIC  PLAH  HO.  252,  the  DEIS/EIR,  and  APPENDICES  I  and  III 

WATER  QPALITY  .  Pages  59-73.  111-141.  317-330  -  Liner  Design 

The  DEIR  and  Appendix  c  included  a  brief  description  of  a 
proposed  composite  liner  system,  consisting  of  a  "clay-like" 
material  and  a  high  density  polyethylene  (HDPE)  flexible  membrane 
over  certain  portions  of  the  landfill.   The  "clay-like"  material 
is  the  fine  tailing  from  mining  operations  which  has  a  similar 
sieve  size  to  clay  yet  does  not  have  the  chemical  composition  of 
clay. 

Page  59  included  permeability  data  which  indicated  the  clay-like 
material  displays  laboratory  permeabilities  from  1.0  x  10-8 
cm/sec  to  8.8  x  10-6  cm/sec.  To  enhance  performance,  the 
proposed  liner  may  be  made  of  a  mix  of  bentonite  and  the  on-site 
material.   Pages  59  and  321  indicated  the  area  which  would 
require  the  composite  liner  would  be  the  lowest  elevations  of  the 
landfill  and  all  other  areas  underlying  refuse  (floor  and  side 
slopes)  would  be  lined  with  a  clay  liner.  Page  119  verified  that 
the  lowest  elevation  on  site  is  the  East  Pit,  which  often 
experiences  ponding  with  a  measured  recharge  rate  of  up  to  40 
gallons  per  minute.  Recent  on-site  geologic  investigations 
should  be  included  in  the  FEIR  and  indicate  that  a  probable 
source  of  water  for  the  East  Pit  ponding  was  due  to  a  leak  from 
the  Eagle  Mountain  Water  Tank.  Although  a  potential  water  source 
may  have  been  isolated,  the  drainage  conditions  and  impacts 
associated  with  the  East  Pit  remain  unmitigated. 

The  DEIR  has  indicated  that  the  majority  of  the  landfill  would  be 
lined  with  the  "clay-like"  material  and  not  a  clay  liner.  Though 
laboratory  testing  reflects  a  reasonable  performance  estimate  for 
the  material,  static  models  are  not  always  representative  of  the 
actual  site  conditions  which  are  unique  to  the  climactic 
conditions  relative  to  Eagle  Mountain.  Appendix  C  included 
permeability  data  for  the  East  Pit  which  stated: 

The  intergranular  permeability  of  the  bedrock  underlying  the 
East  pit  is  very  low,  on  the  order  of  Ix  10-9  to  1  x  10-n 
cm/sac  based  on  lithology.  Extensive  fracturing  of  this 
material,  however,  may  increase  the  net  permeability  to  the 
range  of  1  x  10-3  to  l  x  10-6  cm/sec.  Alluvial  permeability 
in  the  neighborhood  of  1  x  10-2  cm/sec  can  be  estimated  from 
pump  test  data  at  Xaiser's  Chuckvalla  wells  and  published 
data. 


Bedrock  permeability  has  been  estimated  at  close  to  1  x  ic-3 
cm/sec  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  school  well... Any  leakage  of 
leachate  from  the  landfill  would  tend  to  move  towards  the 
central  part  of  the  pit,  to  the  area  of  the  East  Pit  pond... 
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As  indicated  in  the  section  describing  the  Occurrence  and 
Movement  of  Ground  water,  flow  rates  of  300  feet  per  year 
oould  seeuz   although  the  movement  of  a  contaminant  plume 
would  be  somewhat  slower  flue  to  the  adsorption  of 
contaminants  on  the  surface  of  sediment  grains. 

Staff  request  additional  data  to  further  indicate  that  this 
material  could  meet  the  minimum  standards  as  required  by  Title 
fv'^w?tOJ\15-   The  rsjR-siMU   provide  information  which  assures 
that  this  alternative  liner  material  could  successfully  be 
implemented  into  daily  operations  and  achieve  long-term  minimum 
standard  performance  requirements. 

Based  on  the  permeability  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  School  Site,  the 
entire  site  might  require  a  composite  liner  to  adequately  protect, 
groundwater  from  leachate  contamination.   The  description  and 
technical  data  provided  do  not  sufficiently  support  the 
assumption  that  the  engineering  criteria  and  mitigation  measures 
described  in  the  document  could  adequately  protect  groundwater 
quality  at  the  sites. 

Surface  Drainage  Control 

Pages  65-70  an  321  of  the  DEXR  discussed  the  surface  drainage 
plan  for  the  site.   Page  69  stated: 

The  drainage  will  be  routed  around  the  active  area  and  in 
soma  oases  flow  into  the  east  end  of  the  East  Pit,  where  it 
will  be  allowed  to  evaporate.  Temporary  drainage  will  be 
conveyed  t©  the  Sast  Pit  in  order  to  intercept  runoff  from 
final  drainage  structures  which  has  not  already  been 
intercepted,  and  keep  it  from  entering  fill  areas... if 
runoff  comes  in  contact  with  this  refuse,  it  will  be 
considered  leachate  and  pumped  from  the  pit  to  the 
wastewater  pretreatoent  facility  on  the  site  where  it  will 
be  treated. 
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Although  the  East  Pit  will  not  receive  waste  for  approximately  85 
years,  staff  are  concerned  with  future  utilization  of  this  area. 
The  document  did  not  indicate  when  the  proposed  composite  liner 
would  be  installed  ..in  the  East  Pit.   The  document  asserts  that 
any  unforseen  leachate  formed  from  surface  drainage  which  enters 
this  area  will  require  remediation,  yet  could  utilize  an  unlined, 
undefined  and  possibly  unmitigatable  section  of  the  site  for 
"temporary   drainage"  ae  a  poccible  mitigation  measure. 
Additional  mitigation 'measures  include  the  installation  of 
monitoring  wells  and  the  use  of  bentonite  to  enhance  the 
performance  of  the  proposed  liner.   If  this  area  is  a  proposed 
drainage  sump  to  contain  leachate  in  an  unlined  storage  basin  for 
leachate  prior  to  treatment,  groundwater  could  be  contaminated 
and  guitc  difficult  to  mitigate. 


DOCUMENT  0159 


20 


21 


Page  seven 
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It  would  appear  that  any  placement  of  refuse  in  the  East  Pit 
would  be  in  direct  violation  of  Title  23,  Chapter  15  standards  as 
well  as  tha  minimum  standards  of  Title  14,  California  Code  of 
Regulations  (CCR) ,  Article  7.6,  Disposal  Site  Controls,  which 
requires  that  the  owner  or  operator  of  a  landfill  shall 
demonstrate  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  local  enforcement  agency 
a"?, the, Board  thmt  **»  activities  and  operation  of  a  landfill 
will  follow  recognized  methods  and  operate  in  a  manner  consistent 
with  reducing  environmental  impacts  with  the  potential  to 
threaten  public  health  and  safety  and  the  environment. 

This  section  is  lacking  in  site  specific  information.  It  would 
be  helpful  if  a  description  of  how,  specifically  these  measures 
would  be  designed  to  protect  the  environment  for  the  landfill 
sit©  and  included  in  final  the  document. 

Leacnate  collection  Recovery  System  (lcrs) 

In  accordance  with  Title  14,  California  Code  of  Regulations 
(CCR),  Article  7.6,  Disposal  Site  Controls,  requires  that  the 
owner  or  operator  of  a  landfill  shall  demonstrate  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  local  enforcement  agency  and  the  Board  that 
the  activities  and  operation  of  a  landfill  will  follow  recognized 
methods  and  operate  in  a  manner  consistent  with  reducing 
environmental  impacts  with  the  potential  to  threaten  public 
health  and  safety  and  the  environment. 

Please  include  a  discussion  of  the  potential  for  additional 
impacts  from  leachate  production  in  the  FEIR.  Although  the 
landfill  may  have  a  site  life  of  115  years,  the  waste  disposed  at 
the  site  would  have  a  potential  to  pose  significant  impacts  well 
beyond  the  site's  closure  period.  Staff  request  that  the  FEIR 
fu=°fl,pcTential  groundvater  impacts  associated  with  a  failure  of 
the  LCRS  in  the  event  of  a  500  or  1000  year  storm  and  identify 
the  mitigation  measures  required  to  reduce  these  impacts.  This 
analysis  should  include  adequate  mitigation  measures  describing 
proper  grading  and  drainage  standards  prior  to  project  approval. 
Mitigation  measures  associated  with  the  LCRS  should  be  included 
as  a  part  of  the  MMIS. 

AIR  QUALITY.  Paoes  160-171.  368-431.  S«>2 

The  DEIR  indicated  that  impacts  to  air  quality  would  not  be 
mitigated  to  a  level  of  insignificance.  Mitigation  measures  for 
air  quality  impacts,  specific  to  potential  hazardous  air 
pollutants  which  result  from  daily  operations  at  the  landfill 
should  be  included  as  a  part  of  the  MMIS.  The  potential  for  air 
quality  degradation  from  waste  and  the  associated  odors  and  dust 
may  increase  throughout  the  lifetime  of  the  project. 
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Staff  request  the  following  be  addressed  in  the  FEIR  and  MMIS: 

1)  Waste  management  and  dust  control  measures  during  hot  or 
windy  conditions; 

2)  Mitigation  measures  which  address  the  potential  for 
windborne  particulates  during  summer  seasonal  conditions  for 
the  affected  project  area; 

3)  Specific  chemical  and  physical  suppressants  for  odor 
control ; 

4)  The  average  and  maximum  length  of  time  that  solid  waste  will 
be  stored  uncovered  prior  to  covering; 

5)  Emergency  mitigation  measures  for  odor  and  dust  control 
during  any  potential  catastrophic  event. 

Landfill  G&a  Control  System,  Pages  70-73,  143-145 

The  DEIR  indicated  the  potential  for  landfill  gas  generation 
would  exist  and  a  control  system  would  be  installed.   Please 
provide  a  more  detailed  description  of  this  control  system  in  the 
response  to  comments.  If  this  system  is  to  be  subsequently 
implemented  for  future  operations,  an  appropriate  environmental 
document  will  be  require  to  address  the  implementation 
requirements  associated  with  this  subsequent  landfill  gas 
control  system  project.   A  Landfill  Gas  Control  System  (LGCS) 
shall  be  designed  in  accordance  with  Title  14,  California  Code  of 
Regulations  (CCR) ,  Section  17783.15,  which  demonstrates: 

1)  Prevention  of  methane  accumulation  in  on-site 
structures. 

2)  Reduction  of  methane  concentrations  at  monitored 
property  boundaries  to  below  compliance  levels. 

3)  Reduction  of  trace  gas  concentrations. 

4)  Provisions  for  the  collection  and  treatment  and/or 
disposal  of  landfill  gas  condensate  produced  at  the 
surface.  Condensate  generated  from  gas  control  systems 
shall  not  be  recirculated  into  the  landfill  unless 
analysis  of- the  condensate  demonstrates  to  the  Board, 
that  it  is  acceptable  to  allow  recirculation  into 
landfills  which  have  a  liner  and  operating  leachate 
collection  systems. 
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Mr.  Mares  and  Ms.  Wetzel 

Mitigation  measures  associated  with  landfill  gas  control  should 
be  included  as  a  part  of  the  MMIS. 

VECTORS.  Page  its 

Page  14  6  indicated  that  vectors  often  associated  with  refuse 
™£«*«  5??  *  "!  in  tt?  area  incl^e  ravens  and  other  birds, 
rodents,  flies,  and  mosquitoes.  Mitigation  neasures  pertinent  to 

h?i5.°°Sid  inciude  P16  Use-of  fis^ing  line  on  posts  tb  control 
birds,  frequent  vector  monitoring  to  include  fly  grills 
inspection  of  tires  for  mosquito  breeding,  and  any  traps 
necessary  to  monitor  rodents.   Also,  the  FEIR  should  indicate 
that  mitigation  measures  for  controlling  on-site  vectors  be 
applied  to  commercial  rail  cars  and  transport  trucks.  These 
transport  vehicles  should  be  operated  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  Title  14,  chapter  3,  Sections  17312, 
17331,  17341  and  17533.  Mitigation  measures  associated  with 
vp-ctors  should  be  included  as  a  part  of  the  MMIS. 

HAZARDOUS  MftTERSAia  AKD  STTBSTM?OB8,  Pages  142-143.  M^-^i 

It  would  be  helpful  if  the  DEIR  indicated  the  disposal  facility 
or  facilities  to  be  utilized  by  the  landfill  operator  for 
!}"a^°^  materials.   Disposal  of  hazardous  materials  in  a  Class 
ill  landfill  poses  potentially  adverse  environmental,  health  and 
satety  impacts. 

The  FEIR  should  include  a  discussion  of  potential  impacts 
associated  with  hazardous  waste  identification,  isolation, 
temporary  storage,  transport  and  final  disposal  as  a  portion  of 
Human  Health  and  Safety.   Please  include  aFTestimate  of 
quantities  of  household  hazardous  wastes  present  in  the 
wastpstream  and  verification  of  quantities  being  diverted  in  the 
final  environmental  document.  Although  there  may  be  several 
jurisdictions  which  could  utilize  the  landfill,  this  information 

E^girMounSin'sJIe63^  JUriSdiCti°nS  Wmtm   iS  disp°Sed  at  the 

^ff!flrtftRfribe  "}e  t^es  of  Programs  currently  implemented  to 
collect,  store  and  properly  dispose  of  household  hazardous  wastes 
*  ^  i"?, Vded  in  the  final  environmental  document  prepared  for 
;?-«  *in?  ^   retirements  of  AB  939.  Any  future  programs 
planned  should  be  identified,  and  a  schedule  for  actual 
implementation  should  be  included  in  future  site  specific 
environmental  documents.  Mitigation  measures  associated  with 
pesticide  wastes  should  be  included  as  a  part  of  the  MMIS. 
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OEOLOGY.  ^^11  244-257  -  Srosios 

32  Previous  environmental  documents  associated  with  -proposed 
Riverside  County  landfill  sites  have  indicated  that  native  soils 
have  a  moderate  to  high  degree  for  erosion.  Staff  request  the 
potential  impacts  associated  with  cover  material  erosion  and 
native  soil  erosion  be  described  in  the  FEIR.  Mitigation 
measures  associated  with  erosion  should  be  included  as  a  part  of 
the  MMTS. 

Geology  and  Boils 

The  document  states  that  a  drainage  plan,  including  design 
details,  would  be  completed  prior  to  site  development.  Such  a 
plan  would  identify  precise  locations  of  drainage  structures. 

33  A  site-specific  drainage  plan  shall  be  included  in  the  FEIR  for 
staff  review.   If  site  specific  studies  have  not  been  completed 
to  determine  the  locations  of  structures,  it  appears  it  would  be 
necessary  to  conduct  further  environmental  review  of  the  site. 

34  The  document  did  not  indicate  whether  site  specific  slope 
stability  studies  have  been  conducted. 

35  Staff  request  information  regarding  potential  impacts  and 
mitigations  which  are  associated  with  soil  stability,  slumping, 
and  general  slope  failure  caused  by  natural  waste  settlement  and 
rainfall.  Specific  slope  stabilization  techniques  during  and 
after  grading  should  be  included  in  the  subsequent  environmental 
document.   It  would  be  helpful  if  an  slope  stability  evaluation 
were  included  in  the  document  as  an  Appendix  for  staff  review. 

HOISE.  fraqes  295-303.  539 

36  The  FEI&  and  MMTS  should  include  a  description  of  additional 
noise  mitigation  measures  for  the  project,  such  as  minimum 
distances  for  location  of  structures  and  a  list  of  worker  health 
and  safety  equipment  to  be  used  by  staff  for  noise  mitigation. 
The  findings  associated  with  noise  studies  are  discussed  in  the 
DEIR,  however,  the  studies  are  not  included  for  staff  review. 
Operation  of  any  of  the  proposed  landfills  is  required  to  be 
within  the  local  noise  ordinance  requirements  and  should  be 
discussed  in  the  FEIR. 

TRAMBPORTATIOK  -  Faoas  150-158.  356-367.  591-592.  Appendix  D 

37  The  FEIE  should  indicate  the  potential  for  rail-haul  and  truck 

38  traffic  accidents  during  waste  transport.   Staff  request  that  a 
clean-up  procedure  is  included  as  a  on-site  proposed  mitigation 

39  measure.   Tt  would  be  helpful  if  additional  information  on  the 
relative  safety  record  of  the  proposed  truck  transport  and 
railroad  contractors  were  included  in  the  final  document. 
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If  available,  this  information  may  further  describe  the  regional 
traffic  demands  and  provide  a  description  of  mitigation  measures 
for  truck  and  rail  transport.  Mitigation  measures  associated 
with  transportation  should  be  included  as  a  part  of  the  MMIS. 
Please  include  a  detailed  description  of  the  proposed  rail-haul 
transport  cars  in  the  FEIR.   It  would  be  helpful  if  the  FEIR 
addressed  the  transport  cars'  design,  maintenance  schedule,  and 
cleaning  procedures. 

In  addition,  please  provide  information  on  the  impacts  associated 
with  the  delay  of  waste  disposal  for  a  "loaded"  car  upon 
transport  from  each  facility  and  the  amount  of  time  a  car  would 
sit  idle  at  the  site.   Impacts  unique  to  each  car  design  could 
involve  vector,  odor,  litter,  and  leachate  control.  Mitigation 
meaeuras  associated  with  rail  car  operations  should  be  included 
as  a  part  of  the  MMIS. 
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UTILITIES.  Paoac  392-294.  529-536.  596 

Staff  ask  that  the  following  be  addressed  in  the  FEIR: 

The  proposed  daily  water  requirements  for  the  project; 

The  potential  increase  in  the  proposed  amounts  of  water  for 
the  project  over  the  lifespan  of  the  landfill  in  relation  to 
anticipated  water  availability; 

Staff  encourage  the  use  of  water  recycling  techniques  whenever 
possible  to  lessen  the  impact  on  regional  water  supplies.  Please 
include  a  description  of  water  conservation  measures  for  the 
project  in  the  FEIR  and  MMIS. 

IfrBTE   DIVERSION    PBOORHttB.    Paces    ins-log 

The  Project  Description  provided  an  overview  of  the  integrated 
Waste  Management  System  for  those  jurisdictions  affected  by  the 
project.  The  document  did  not  mention  jurisdictional  activities 
related  to  recycling,  reduction  or  reuse  of  solid  waste  rather 
than  landfilling.    It  would  appear  that  the  DEIS/DEIR  places  the 
responsibility  of  diversion  and  recycling  requirements  on  each 
jurisdiction  rather  than  addressing  the  actual  waste  management 
practices  of  these  jurisdictions.   The  Project  Description  does 
not  present  any  information  regarding  actual  implementation  of 
any  of  these  programs.  This  description  should  have  included  a 
list  of  oonceptual  activities  to  assess  the  waste  diversion  goals 
for  affected  jurisdictions  in  accordance  with  the  Integrated 
Waste  Management  Act. 
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It  would  be  helpful  if  a  general  discussion  of  the  basin's 
recycling  programs  for  glass,  aluminum,  paper  and  other 
recyclable  materials  and  their  effects  upon  proposed  recycling 
activities  at  the  Eagle  Mountain  site  were  included  in  the 
response  to  comments. 

MA£gMM._RgCOVERY  FACILITIES.  Pages  1S1-15B.  367.  373.  4*; 

The  Materials  Recovery  and  Processing  Facilities  discussed  in  th<=> 
introduction  and  various  sections  throughout  the  DEIR  identified 
five  solid  waste  facilities  for  possible  use  as  materials 
recovery  and  processing  facilities  (MRFs) . 

These  facilities  are  located  in  San  Bernardino  and  Orange 
counties  and  the  cities  of  Industry,  La  Verne,  Irwindale. 
However,  the  introduction  indicated  six  sites  for  solid  waste 
activities.  Please  provide  staff  with  the  name  and  location  of 
the  sixth  site  and  the  following: 

Rail  traffic  and  the  effects  of  subsequent  expansion 
projects  for  the  proposed  rail-haul  transportation  network; 

A  two  year  history  of  the  three  most  common -violations  from 
monthly  inspection  reports  respective  to  each  site  in 
accordance  with  Title  14,  Title  22,  and  Title  23. 

Subsequent  environmental  documentation  for  each  affected  solid 
transfer  station  should  include  the  operating  procedures  and 
safeguards  to  be  implemented  for  maximum  recovery  of  the  waste 
materials  at  the  transfer  station. 

The  final  document  should  include  an  assessment  of  potential 
impacts  associated  with  each  transfer  station,  its  role  as  a 
intermediate  storage  facility  and  this  project.  The  scope  and 
magnitude  of  each  subsequent  solid  waste  project  along  the  rail- 
haul  route  shall  require  site  specific  mitigation  measures 
specific  for  facility  operations,  such  as  leachate  and  odor 
control . 

General  Requirements,  impacts  and  Mitigations 

Facility  operation.  Permitting  Requirements  and  Maintenance 

Each  subsequent  environmental  document  for  the  proposed  facility 
should  fully  describe  specific  operational  standards  for 
maintaining  California  State  Minimum  Standards.  This  includes 
but  is  not  limited  to  such  measures  as  dust  control,  vector 
control,  employee  health  and  safety,  wasteload  checking,  odor 
control,  aesthetics,  site  security,  emergency  response  plans,  and 
equipment  maintenance. 
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Closure/Post-closure  MajntanaBce  Plan 

During  a  site's  post-active  period  there  are  impacts  associated 
with  waste  decomposition  and  degradation.  Closure  of  a  landfill 
without  controlled  operational  and  maintenance  procedures  has  the 
potential  to  create  or  exacerbate  an  environmental  impact. 
Appropriate  mitigation  measures  should  be  assessed  in  the  initial 
stages  of  designing  a  site  to  prevent  the  site's  potential  to 
create  adverse  significant  impacts  after  closure.  All  Closure 
plans  are  required  to  meet  Title  14  and  Title  23  standards  for 
approval  by  the  Board.  The  DEIR  did  not  indicate  whether  a  Eagle 
Mountain  closure  plan  has  been  considered  or  assessed. 

Staff  request  a  general  discussion  of  the  site's  Closure  plan  in 
the  FEIR-   since  an  environmental  document  will  be  required  for 
the  Closure  plan,  staff  requests  that  the  lead  agency  address 
this  issue.  Please  include  a  general  discussion  of  closure  and 
poet-closure  maintenance  procedures  in  the  response  to  comments. 

MITIGATION  MONITORING  AND  IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE 

Preparation  of  a  Mitigation  Monitoring  and  Implementation 
Schedule  (MMIS)  is  required  by  Public  Resources  Code  Section 
21081.6  and  at  the  time  of  local  adoption  Of  an  EIR  for 
compliance  with  CEQA.  Please  provide  staff  with  a  copy  of  the 
final  MMIS  with  the  FEIR.  The  final  MMIS  should  include  all 
revisions  from  the  current  MMTfi  which  were  indicated  in  Specific 
Plan  No.  252  for  the  project. 

cowcixtstoh 

Staff  have  noted  various  potential  impacts  associated  with  the 
proposed  project.   These  impacts  have  the  potential  to  affect 
Riverside  County,  the  greater  southeastern  desert  portion  of 
California,  and  future  inhabitants  of  the  region  with 
unforeseeable  consequences.   Specific  areas  of  concern  are: 

*  WATER  QDALITSf:  The  FEIR  should  include  a  complete 
discussion  of  all  geologic,  hydrologic  and  additional 
technical  data  requested  by  Board  staff  which  has  indicated 
that  the  content  of  the  information  provided  in  the  DEIR  is 
inadequate  or  incomplete.   Mitigation  measures  associated 
with  water  quality  should  be  included  as  a  part  of  the  MMIS. 

*  SECURITY t   The  FEIR  should  discuss  security  measures  to 
assure  the  site  will  not  be  used  for  illegal  dumping.  This 
section  shall  address,  at  a  minimum,   fencing  or  use  of 
extraordinary  natural  barriers,  security  guard  patrol.  Where 
signs  will  be  posted  to  inform  the  public  and  all  other 
transport  vehicles  of  the  site's  operating  hours  and  types 
of  waste  received. 
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C&OSURS  PLAN:  The  FEIR  should  include  a  discussion  of  tne 
closure  and  post-closure  land  use  issues  of  the  site.  This 
information  is  necessary  for  the  Board  to  concur  in  the 
issuance  of  a  Solid  Waste  Facilities  Permit  (SWFP)  for  the 
project. 

Substantiation  of  assumptions  regarding  waste  diversion  for 
those  cities  and  counties  which  will  utilize  the  site; 

Calculated  maximum  tonnage  over  the  landfill  lifespan  to 
address  the  discrepancy  in  DEIR; 

Estimation  of  quantity  of  each  waste  type  for  the  site; 

Verification  that  the  origins  of  ashes  and  industrial  wastes 
for  disposal  are  non-hazardous  in  nature  and  that  leachate 
generated  would  from  these  wastes  would  not  be  hazardous ,- 

A  completed  surface  drainage  plan  which  fully  describes  the 
potential  for  water  quality  impacts; 

Establishment  of  a  groundwater  monitoring  system  to  detect 
leachate  migration  and  contamination  into  groundwater; 

Adequate  surface  drainage  plans  in  the  event  of  a  flood  or 
100  year  storm  which  could  intersect  the  mill  tailing  areas;. 

Prevention  of  ponding  in  the  East  Pit  which  has  a  measured 
recharge  rate  of  up  to  40  gallons  per  minute; 

Technical  data  which  indicates  that  the  on-site  "clay-like" 
mill  tailing  material  would  meet  Title  23,  Chapter  15 
minimum  standards; 

Site  specific  information  which  allows  the  East  Pit  to  act 
ae  a  drainage  sump  in  accordance  with  Title  23,  Chapter  15 
standards  and  Title  14,  California  Code  of  Regulations 
(CCR) ,  Article  7.6; 
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Operation  of  transport  vehicles  in  accordance  with  the  terras 
and  conditions  of  Title  14,  Chapter  3,  Sections  17312, 
17331,  17341  and  17533; 

Specific  slope  stabilization  information  during  and  after 
grading; 

Findings  associated  with  noise  studies  not  included  in  the 
DEIR  for  staff  review; 

Potential  for  rail-haul  and  truck  traffic  accidents  during 
wast«  transport; 
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*  Relative  safety  record  of  the  proposed  truck  transport  and 
railroad  contractors; 

*  A  detailed  technical  description  of  the  proposed  rail-haul 
transport  cars  and  the  maximum  amount  of  time  for  a  "loaded" 
car  to  remain  idle  at  a  site. 

*  Transport  car  design  with  respect  to  vector,  odorr  litter, 
and  leachato  control ; 

*  Daily  water  requirements  for  the  project  with  respect  to  the 
landfill's  lifespan  and  anticipated  water  availability? 

*  List  of  planned  programs  and  activities  to  assess  the  waste 
diversion  goals  for  jurisdictions  which  will  use  the  site; 

*  Jurisdictional  recycling  programs  for  glass,  aluminum,  paper 
and  other  recyclable  materials  and  their  effects  upon 
proposed  recycling  activities  at  the  site; 

MITIGATION  MEASURES 

*  A  copy  of  the  final  MMIS  with  the  FEIR; 

*  Ashes  and  industrial  wastes  which  are  hazardous  in  nature ; 

*  Assurance  of  liner  performance  standards  to  match  evpected 
subsidence  over  the  proposed  115  year  lifespan;  desiccation 
of  the  proposed  material  during  normal  operating  conditions, 
and,  the  post-closure  maintenance  period  conditions; 

*  Protection  of  surface  and  groundwater  with  appropriate 
mitigation  measures  to  protect  the  Chuckwalla  Basin; 

*  Discussion  of  a  composite  liner  for  the  entire  site  to 
adequately  protect  groundwater  from  leachate  contamination; 

*  Estimated  installation  date  for  the  East  Pit  composite 
liner; 

*  Installation  of  monitoring  wells  and  the  use  of  bentonite  to 
enhance  the  performance  of  the  proposed  liner; 

*  Assurance  that  the  site's  LCRS  could  continue  to  operate 
after  the  site  is  closed  in  115  years  and  in  the  event  of  a 
flood; 

*  Monitoring  and  control  of  hazardous  air  pollutants  which 
result  from  daily  operations  at  the  landfill ; 
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*  LCRS  management  practices  to  meet  the  requirements  of  Title 
14,  California  Code  of  Regulations  (CCR) ,  Section  17783.15; 

Landfill  practices  to  monitor  and  control  birds,  flies, 
mosquitoes  and  rodents  through  site  inspections  and 
placement  of  wires; 

On  and  off-site  clean-up  procedures  in  the  event  of  a 
transport  or  traffic  accident; 

*  Operating  maintenance  schedule  and  cleaning  procedures  for 
the  rail  cars; 

The  scope  and  magnitude  of  the  project  require  the  proponent  to 
provide  requested  information  in  the  FEIR.   The  information 
included  in  the  DEIS/EIR  is  helpful  but  lacks  technical  data  to 
support  any  claim  that  there  would  be  no  further  CEQA  compliance 
n«cees;,ry. 

As  a  responsible  agency,  CIWMB  staff  recognize  the  complexities 
of  the  proposed  project.   Section  15042  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines 
authorizes  responsible  public  agencies  to  disapprove  any  project 
in  order  to  avoid  direct  or  indirect  environmental  effects  of 
that  part  of  the  project  which  the  Responsible  Agency  would  be 
called  on  to  carry  out  or  approve  as  proposed  concerning  the  DEIR 
must  be  addressed  for  the  proposed  project  to  proceed  in  an 
efficacious  manner.   As  it  stands,  the  DEIR  appears  to  be 
incomplete,  staff  ask  that  all  the  information  requested  be 
included  in  the  FEIR,  and  ask  that  adequate  time  for  subsequent 
review  and  possible  additional  comment  on  the  FEIR  is  provided 
so  project  review  can  proceed  to  the  next  phase  in  a  smooth 
manner. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  documents.  Staff 
anticipate  receipt  of  a  copy  of  an  updated  MMIS  for  review  in 
addition  to  a  copy  of  the  FEIR  which  addresses  staff's  comments. 
If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  these  comments,  please 
contact  Vincent  Paul  of  the  Board's  Planning  and  Assistance 
Division,  Waste  Generation  Analysis  and  Environmental  Assessment 
Branch  at  (916)  327-0445. 

cc:   Richard  Hanson,  Director 

Los  Angeles  County  Solid  Waste  Management  Program 
2615  South  Grand  Avenue,  Room  450 
Loe  Angeles,  CA  90007 

Bob  Merryman,  Director 

orange  County  Environmental  Health  Department 

2009  East  Edinger  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  355 

Santa  Ana,  CA  92702 
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John  Fanning,  Director 

Riverside  County  Environmental  Health  Department 

3636  University  Avenue 

Riverside,  CA  92501 

Pam  Bennett,  Director 

San  Bernardino  County  Environmental  Health  Services 

385  North  Arrowhead 

San  Bernardino,  CA  92415 

Robert  Nelson,  Director 

Riverside  County  Waste  Management  Department 

11728  Magnolia  Avenue,  Suite  A 

Riverside,  CA  92503 

Gil  Torres,  Senior  Engineering  Geologist 
State  Water  Resources  Control  Board 
Division  of  Clean  Water  Programs 
2014  T  Street,  Suite  130 
Sacramento,  CA  94244-2120 

Charlene  Herbst,  Chief,  Land  Disposal  Section 
State  Water  Resources  Control  Board 
2014  T  Street,  Suite  130 
Sacramento,  CA  94244-2120 

Robert  P.  Ghirelli,  Executive  Director 

Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  Los  Angeles  Region 

101  Centre  Plaza  Drive 

Monterey  ParJc,  CA  91754-2156 

Dixie  Lass,  Senior  Engineering  Geologist 

Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  Santa  Ana  Region 

6809  Indiana  Avenue,  Suite  200 

Riverside,  CA  92506 

Robert  Perdue,  Senior  Engineering  Geologist 

Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  Colorado  River  Region 

73-271  Highway  111,  Suite  21 

Palm  Desert,  CA  92260 

Bobert  Pease,  Director 

South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District 

9150  Flair  Drive 

El  Monte,  CA  91731  ' 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Office  of  Federal  Activities 

75  Hawthorne  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Attn:  Laura  Fujii,  Mail  stop  E-3 
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Gary  L.  Koontz 

T«»I«,f: "Chester  Road,  Suite  210 
Temecula,  ca  92390 

Joan  Cory 

1407  Cabrillo  Avenue 

Venice,  CA  90291 
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78-105    CALLE    ESTADO 


LA    QUINTA.    CALIFORNIA    92253    -    (619)    564-2246 

FAX    (619)    564-5617 


September   13,    1991 


:-:■: 


Russell  L.  Kaldenberg,  Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs  -  South  Coast  R.A. 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

PO  Box  2000 

Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 

SUBJECT:   EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  PROJECT  EIS/EIR 

Dear  Mr.  Kaldenberg: 

The  City  Council  of  the  City  of  La  Quinta  opposes  the  Eagle 
Mountain   Landfill   Project.     If   the  project  does   receive 
approvals,  the  City  supports  the  suggestion  to  designate  a 
portion   (one  dollar  per  ton  has  been  proposed)   of  Eagle 
Mountain  landfill  tipping  fees  be  given  to  the  Coachella  Valley 
Mountain  Conservancy,  and  reserves  the  right  to  use  the  Eagle 
Mountain  facility  when  local  landfills  are  full  or  become 
non-operable. 

In  addition  the  City  recommends: 

1  1.    All  waste  going  to  Eagle  Mountain  be  processed  through  a 

Material  Recovery  Facility  (MRF)  to  eliminate  untreated 
and  contaminated  waste  entering  the  landfill. 

2  2.    No  green  waste  be  allowed  to  enter  the  landfill,  all 

green  waste  be  removed  at  the  MRFS  for  composting. 

3  3.    Waste  transported  by  truck  through  the  Coachella  Valley 

via  Interstate  10  and  Highway  111  be  prohibited. 

4  4.    The   project   be   in   compliance   with   all   rules   and 

regulations  of  the  Coachella  Valley  PM-10  Air  Quality 
Program. 

5  5.    All  AB  939  credit  due  the  City  be  given  and  accounted  for 

at  MRFS. 

g     6.    County  must  set  up  a  separate  account  for  tipping  fees 
received  from  this  project,  and  the  city  or  its  regional 
representative  (CVAG)  be  included  as  an  advisor  regarding 
any  expenditure  of  these  funds. 


MAILING    ADDRESS 
LTRFB.020/CS 
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7.  "State  of  the  Art"  technology  must  be  utilized  to  protect 
groundwater  from  contamination  by  this  project. 
Monitoring  and  reporting  of  ground  water  quality  by  the 
California  Water  Quality  Board  be  on  a  regular  basis  and 
reported  to  the  City  and  CVAG. 

8.  That  the  project  sponsors  be  liable  and  have  in  place 
liability  insurance  for  any  spills  or  accidents  that 
might  affect  the  City. 

9.  The  EIR  must  provide  more  detail  and  explanation  of  air 
quality  mitigation  measures  provided  by  alternate  forms 
of  transportation. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  the  undersigned. 


Very  truly  yours, 

JERRY  HERMAN 

PLANNING  &  DEVELOPMENT  DIRECTOR 


3^^     ^^4^_ 


Fred  Baker,  AICP 
Principal  Planner 

FB : ccs 

cc:   County  of  Riverside  Planning  Department 


LTRFB.020/CS 
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©%  ©1?  Ml  ©@@©P2  k.,^l  COUNTY 

73-510  FRED  WARING  DRIVE,  PALM  DESERT,  CALIFORNIA  92^60 i;,)!MG  DEPARTMENT 


TELEPHONE  (619)  346-0611 


September  23,  1991 


Mr.  David  Mares 

County  of  Riverside 

Planning  Department 

4080  Lemon  Street,  9th  Floor 

Riverside,  California  92507 

Dear  Mr.  Mares: 


1 

i 


Subject:   Comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  .'Proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project. 

In  late  August,  19  91,  the  City  of  Palm  Desert  Environmental 
conservation  Manager  made  several  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR/EIS 
and  the  proposed  project  conditions  of  approval.  These  comments 
were  forwarded  to  yo-ir  office. 


After  further  review  and  len 
Desert  City  Council  and  Ci 
EIR/EIS  does  not  adequately 
impacts  caused  by  the  propo 
Council  of  the  City  of  Palm 
insufficient  and  must  be  det 
entire  document  must  be  redr 
quality  and  water  quality, 
environmental  impacts. 


gthy  discussions,  the  City  of  Palm 
ty  staff  recognize  that  the  Draft 
address  and  asess  all  environmental 
sed  project.   Therefore,  the  City 

Desert  believes  the  DEIR/DEIS  is 
ermined  inadequate.  We  believe  the 
afted.   Certain  sections,  i.e.,  air 

fail  to  address  and  assess  all 


In  addition,  we  believe  these  comments  are  substantial  enough  t 
necessitate  the  recirculation  and  reevaluation  of  the  revise 
Draft  EIR/EIS  as  mandated  by  the  CEQA  process. 


o 
ed 
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Please  find  attached  our  additional  comments  to  the  Draft 
SS?.8  "  ImPaCt  RSPOrt  and  °Ur  PreV±OUS  correspondence  and 
Sincerely, 

WALTER   H.    SNYDER         V 
MAYOR 

WHS:JW:lm 

Enclosures  (as  noted) 

cc:   Marianne  Wetzel,  BLM 


CITY  OF  PALM  DESERT 
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CITY  OF  PALM  DESERT 
ADDITIONAL  COMMENTS  ON  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  EIR 


2 
3 


4 

5 


4. 
5. 

6. 


7 

8 


10 


10. 


An  appropriate  and  substantial  amount  of  each  tipping  fee 
dollar  be  allocated  to  a  trust  fund  to  cover  the  cost  of 
unforseen  environmental  hazards.   This  trust  fund  should  live 

„  ??    twenty-five  years  beyond  the  life  of  the  landfill 
and  this  percentage  should  increas  yearly  by  the  L  A  Area' 
Consumer  Price  Index.   The  percentage  of  the  tipping "fee  for 
an  environmental  hazard  trust  fund  must  be  in  addition  to  the 
State  mandated  landfill  closure  trust  fund. 

The  proposal  should  contain  provisions  for  funding  to  be  set 
set  aside  for  PM  10  mitigation  measures. 

The  alternative  fuels  section  of  the  EIR/EIS  should  be 
rewritten  and  returned  for  evaluation  before  adoption 
Otherwise   as  a  condition  of  approval,  the  fifty- two  mile 
private  rail  line  should  be  electrified  before  the  landfill 
^o,,?h^a  B°nai:   ^  financial  arrangement  should  be  made  with 
Southern  Pacific  to  electrify  the  remaining  rail  line  over 

Lnl     YJear   Pefi°d-   The  Proposal  should  contain  a  time 
table  outlining  the  electrification  plan. 

in'thrcoichi^r^iiS?111' be  explored  to  offset  poiiution 

Material  Recovery  Facilities  are  an  integral  part  of  the  Dlan 

asLr^H3"  not.asSUred  by  this  P^posal.   The  EIR  should 
assure  this  commitment  in  the  document. 

^,n"mbKr  ?5  urainS  enter±ng  the  site  in  a  twenty-four  hour 
period  should  be  clearly  outlined.   The  rail  traffic  should 
not  be  increased  along  the  tracks  near  residential  areas. 

A  mechanism  should  be  established  to  ensure  that  the  site 
does  not  take  in  more  than  20,000  TPD. 

The  proposal  should  outline  the  impact  of  the  site  not 
Sec^posftiorpro^ss65'  **  *"*  ^  Pl8y  *  ^  ~l«  ^   the 

for  SanfgaS0111'  "**"*  **   ^^^    "*  diSPOSal  -th°d* 

setS°ssch:sis.sjy!e  permitted  to  iower  the  air  ^^ 
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12 
13 
14 

15 
16 

17 


18 


19 


20 


12.  The   plan   is   designed  to   accomodate   a   100  year   storm        T+- 
should  be  modified   to   accomodate   a   200   0/3OO  year   storm\ 

13.  The   six   inch   daily  cover   and   four   feet   final    cover   arP 
inadequate   and   should  be   increased. 

Provisions   should  be  made   for  independent   on-site   and  off 
S^SKSSx^  f°r  ^  MRC  t0  "««  ««52  Ration 

2«Kff  ■XFS.fi?*-  ^  ^^  °f  ^^mination  to  the 
The   growth   inducing   impacts   should  be   examined        The   orowfh 

into   compliance  with  the   Riverside   County  General    PlSn 

onlVten^ag^s   S°Srt   ^tS'dS?/8   ""J'1*   ln«**»te   with 

s^nt^H6^  Wil?  h^  °n  S  22a? beSgSrnadSnS0nJy  J"*"* 
PrSectedean?mal9raKS  °f  the  d— t^evoiedio  SK  * 
"Nelson's  biohni;      "owever-    Pa3«   235  of  the  DEIR  states, 

*&£!  SSS  Sd6P  B^nSive  £££?*•  ^ 
must   acknowledge   and   address   this   biological    impact 


14. 


15. 


16, 


17. 


18, 


20 


evaluate  J!8  n0t  Provide  enough  information  to  properly 
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22 


21. 


22. 


23 


23. 


The  mitigation  measures  outlined  in  the  DEIR  do  not  mitiqate 
the  project's  environmental  impacts,  they  merely  monitor 
depletion.   The  EIR  should  address  "what  if"  occurences  for 
the  biological  impacts,  and  all  other  environmental  impacts. 

The  mitigation  statement  of  page  449  of  the  DEIR  states 
"Impacts  from  displacement  and  habitat  loss  alonq   ' 
the  truck  route  will  be  reduced  to  below  a  level 
of  significance  by  a  combination  of  permanent 
preservation  of  high  quality  habitat  within  the 
area,  and  other  measures  in  this  section." 
The  DEIR  does  not  provide  adequate  information  to  make 
an  intelligent  decision,  let  alone  make  a  statement  that 
the  impact  will  be  reduced  to  below  a  level  of  significance. 

The  DEIR  does  not  adequately  address  the  impact  on  the  deser* 
tortoises.   Information  regarding  the  trial  and  success  rate 
Of  the  culvert  system  in  avoiding  train  kills  of  desert 
tortoises  should  be  presented.   In  addition  it  is 
questionable  whether  we  can  quantify  an  acceptable  level 
of  tortoise  train  kills. 


;* 
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73-510  FRED  WARING  DRIVE,  PALM  DESERT,  CALIFORNIA  92260 


TELEPHONE  (619)  346-0611 


August   27,    1991 


1 


:: 


I 
I 


Mr.    David  Mares 

County  of   Riverside 

4080   Lemon   Street,    9th   Floor 

Riverside,    California   92501 

Dear  Mr.    Mares: 

Pair^ert  SSStV on  SSV/^i?^  ^^  °f  th*  City  of 
EIS/EIR.   We  would  ilk-  JJ°"f*  Eagie  M°"ntain  Landfill  Project 

and  considered  in  p'reparati'on^f ^nT^^^R?5  PUbl±C  ™«* 
If  you  have  any  questions,  contact  me  at  extension  316. 
Sincerely, 


John  Wohlmuth 

Environmental  Conservation  Manager 

JW:lm 

Enclosure 
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COMMENTS   ON  EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  LANDFILL  FJR 

AS  APPROVED   BY  THE  PALM  DESERT  CTTY  COUNCIL 

AT  ITS  MEETING   OF  AUGUST  22,  1991 


24  1. 

25  2. 

26  3. 

27  4. 

28  5. 


i 

1 


I 


29 
30 

31 
32 


6. 
7. 

8. 

9. 


The  project  be  conditioned  to  have  all  waste  handled  through  an  MRF  prior  to  beine 
hauled  by  rail  to  Eagle  Mountain.  B 

The  State,  County,  and  local  permit  process  for  an  MRF  is  a  lengthy  process  This 
impact  is  not  discussed  in  the  project  report.  Currently  only  a  small  percentage  of 
waste  is  handled  through  MRF's  in  the  Southern  California  area. 

The  project  description  should  contain  provisions  regarding  green  waste  and 
composting.  The  project  description  should  establish  whether  green  waste  will  be 
removed  at  the  MRF  for  composting  or  if  Eagle  Mountain  will  incorporate  a 
composting  facility  on  site. 

The  proposal  identifies  the  need  for  trucking  to  economically  serve  Riverside  County 
The  proposal  should  prohibit  truck  transport  from  other  counties  and  from  the  area' 
west  of  the  White  Water  Pass  in  Riverside  County.  The  proposal  should  allow 
Coachella  Valley  to  rail  or  truck  waste  from  future  MRF's. 

The  proposal  should  contain  mitigation  measures  regarding  the  PM  10  impact  at  the 
landfill  site.  Certain  weather  conditions  may  cause  an  increase  in  PM  10  in  the 
Coachella  Valley. 

Riverside  County  and  the  affected  cities  should  lobby  for  AB  939  credits. 

The  County  of .  Riverside  should  identify  where  revenues  from  the  tipping  fee 
agreement  are  to  be  spent.  A  percentage  of  the  tipping  fees  must  be  set  aside  for 
mitigation  measures  caused  by  the  project's  impact  on  Eastern  Riverside  County. 

The  project  should  be  conditioned  to  accept  all  mitigation  measures  set  for  by  the 
South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management   District  including  railway  electrification. 

The  County  of  Riverside  should  condition  the  project  to  insure  that  one-half  of  the 
net  tipping  fees  stay  in  Eastern  Riverside  County  to  pay  for  appropriate   projects. 
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Southern  California  Edison  Company 

1190  DURF6E  AVENUE.  SUITE  250 
SOUTH  El_  MONTE.  CALIFORNIA  91733 

October  8.  1991 


QC1 '  *  mi 


NORTHERN  REGION 

LAND  SERVICES  OIVISION 

REAL  PROPERTIES  AND 

ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 


TELEPHONE 

OlB)  302-O2B1 


I 


§1 


Bureau  of  Land  Management  '■        o  .'J.3' 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  RA  "  1 7  jT1 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue  —  "  — " 
P.O.  Box  2000 

N.  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000  £ 

Attn:    Marianne  Wetzel  '      — 

Dear  Ms.  Wetzel:  "m     ~     _ 

Subject:        Landfill  Project  at  Eagle  Mountain,  California 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report  and  it 
appears  that  the  landfill  project  at  Eagle  Mountain  will  not  adversely  affect 
our  Transmission/ Substation  facilities  within  the  area.    However,  we  would 
appreciate  being  informed  on  any  further  developments. 

Please  submit  further  developments  on  this  project  to  me  at  the  address 
listed  above. 

Sincerely, 


yf 


/ 


Ann  Kulikoff 

Real  Properties  Agent 


ak 
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303  EAST  "B"  STREET 


,#)    ON 


^.mo 


°NTARi°     XS^W^X    CALIFORNIA  91764-4196 


(714)  986-1151 


September  23,  1991 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  Resource  Area 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  2000 

North  Palm  Springs.  California  92258-2000 

Re:   Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement /Envi 
for  Eagle   Mountain  Landfill   Project, 
Clearinghouse  No.  3908413. 


ronmental  Impact  Report  (EIS/EIR) 
Specific   Plan  #252,   State 


Dear  Marianne  Wetzel: 

L,T  Wr^nnS  t0,  thank  y0U  for  sub™i"ing  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement/Report  (EIS/EIR)  to  the  City  of  Ontario  for  our  review  and  cogent  The 

22°!! r  p"?1^  landfiU  **  t0  be  "Wished  i"  an  unSd  iron  ore  open'  St 

mane  at  Eagle  Mountain  in  northeastern  Riverside  County.  The  daily  operation  of 

the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  will  involve  disposal  of  up  to  20.000  tons 

tworfoV",^;"'  "P  ht0  16'°00  t0nS  per  <»*  shiPP^  to'the  site  via  a 

T^vis^irSi^: remainder  trucked  to  the  site  via  interstate  io 

SeilPafPfOeSctd0nt!rLM^ntcain  ^  f"1  Pr°J6Ct  iS  °f  Speclal  interest  ^«use  it 
win  attect  Ontario  m  several  important  ways.  The  Southern  Pacific  rail  lines 

5  erstateSed0tO  ^  "'""  "*  trUCkS  "1U  be  travelln*  through  Ontario  via 
SStS^li'b.'SSSd^'S'JSr11-  ^ionaUv,  a  -terials  recovery 

disclosed  to  the  public,  and  mitigation  measures  should  be  made  conditions  of  any 
and  all  project  approvals.  In  addition,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  should  quantify  the 
maximum  number  of  trucks  that  are  expected  to  go  through  Ontario  via  Interstate 
°r:f£n  eVhalU13;i°n°t  the  resultant  level  of  service  due  to  this  additional  trS 
SSI1?  JSiSl^SSr4'  ^  mlti8ati0n  "eaSUreS  Sh°Uld  be  P-PosednforThis 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  indicates  that  several  off-site  solid  waste  processin*  and 

seravneStthreSprooosSed( TV*?  "T*™  facilit"s-  «  **'»)  Si!  be  necessary  "a 
serve  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  landfill.  However,  they  are  not  Dart  of  th. 
proposed  project  being  evaluated  in  the  EIS/EIR  and   as  such   additional 

infoTTT1  StUdl6S  W°Uld  be  Prepared  f0r  each  «».  W  would  like  to  be  kept 
informed  about  any  plans  for  an  MRF  facility  in  the  region. 
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Again,  I  would  like  to  thank  un„  r„~ 
Sincerely, 


ONTARIO  fUmm  DEPARTMENT 


•Joyce  I.  Babicz 
City  Planner 

JIB:ms 
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oaar  nomitYtemoL  m. 

A  NONPROFIT  ORGANIZATION'' .'.'■ 


To  safeguard  for  wise  and  reverent  use  by  this  and  succeeding  gener- 
ations those  desert  areas  of  unique  scenic,  scientific,  historical,  spiritual 
and  recreational  value  and  to  educate  by  all  appropriate  means  children 
and  adults  to  a  better  understanding  of  the  desert. 


BOX  4294 


PALM  SPRINGS 


CALIFORNIA  92263 


DESERT  PROTECTIVE  COUNCIL 
ADVISORY  PANEL  —  9/89 

SYLVIA  BROADBENT 

Professor  of  Archaeology 
DOROTHY  COWPER 

Archaeologist 
PETE  DANGERMOND 


DATE: 
REPLY  TO: 


September  22,  1991 


Park  Consultant 


Russell  L.  Kaldenberg,  Area  Mngr. 

BLM,  Palm  Springs-South  Coast  Resource  Area 

63-500  Garnet  Ave. 

POB  2000 

N.    Palm  Springs,    CA   92258 


MARY  DEDECKER 

Botanist 
BETTY  FORGEY 

Desert  Tortoise  Activist 
MICHAEL  FROME 

Author 
AUGUST  FRUGE 

Conservationist 
WILBUR  MAYHEW 

Professor  ol  Zoology 
ART  MONTANA 

Protessor  ol  Earth  Sciences 
KAREN  SAUSMAN  „  ,.  _       ,    ,  , 

B.oPar, Director  Dear  Mr.    Kaldenberg 

GENNY  SMITH 
Eflitor  4  PuDHSher 

RICHARD  SPOTTS 

Wilolile  Aovocate 
ROBERT  STEBBINS 

HerDetoiogist 
FRANK  VASEK 

PrOtessOr  Ot  Botany 
LEONARD  VINCENT 

Professor  ol  Biology 
STANLEY  WELSH 
Museum  Curator 
FRANK  WHEAT 

Attornev 
HOWARD  WILSHIRE 

Geologist 


m 
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Re:   Draft  EIR/EIS_  — 

Eagle  Mtn.  Landfill 


On  behalf  of  the  Desert  Protective  Council,  I  would  like 
to  submit  the  following  comments  on  the  adequacy  of  the 
Draft  EIR/  EIS  for  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 
Project. 


AIR  QUALITY 


The  DEIR  calls  out  the  ai 
project  as  a  significant 
That  may  be  the  case.  Bu 
address  all  feasible  teen 
1a  impacts,  particularly  as 
1b  rail  transport  and  altern 
gas.  Even  if  air  emissio 
of  insignificance,  a  good 
reduce  them  as  much  as  is 


r  emissions  for  the  proposed 
unavoidable  adverse  impact, 
t  the  DEIR  fails  to  fully 
ologies  for  mitigating  these 
regards  alternative  fuel  for 
atives  to  flaring  of  landfill 
ns  cannot  be  reduced  to  a  level 

faith  attempt  should  be  made  to 

reasonably  possible. 


. .  :■  auauaiau.i.;.i.m.;.i.i.;a;.;.;.^ 
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Rail  Transport 

1.   The  DEIR  identifies  the  transport  of  solid  waste  as  the  manor 

SH2SatSit£.2iK  air -issio-'  ™™>  "g»«:  S  JLSSh  I  ? 

Clearly,  all  feasible  mitigations  must  be  fully  explored  and 
considered  in  an  attempt  to  reduce  this  significant  adverse 
impact  on  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin,  the  si  Desert  Air  Basin  and 
Joshua  Tree  National  Monument.   This  the  Draft  EIR  has  faUed  to 


1 

:■;■■ 


2   Not  only  does  the  DEIR-s  analysis  of  feasible  mitigations  for 
rail  transport  fail  to  fulfill  the  requirement  to  provide  the 

tttoTtTs   intlrlfj   Wlth  the  fUllSSt  inf°rn,a tion  available  but 
also  it  is  internally  inconsistent  with  the  discussion  in 

Appendix  E.   The  following  items  need  to  be  addressed? 

f;  J^riemifSion  data  Was  comPuted  using  the  Kaiser  locomotives 
anaTnf   ^  rSVer-  the  ProP°nent  does  not  plan  to  use  these 
engines  which  are  inoperable  (CVAG  workshop  8/20/91). 

b.   The  Eagle  Mountain  railway  portion  of  the  proposed  route  is 
approximately  52  miles  long,  has  "steep  grades"  and  would  tend  to 
produce  proportionately  more  emissions  than  would  the  other 
lines   It  appears  that  approvals  for  this  project  can  require 
mitigations  for  this  railway,  as  opposed  to  the  Southern  Pacific 
lines  proposed  to  be  used.   Is  this  the  case? 

?I  ™*-pr°ponent  has  declared  to  be  in  serious  discussions  with 
i?^°^Teoe"gl"eKmanufacturers  regarding  the  purchase  and  use  of 
alternative-fuel-burning  engines  (CVAG  workshop  8/20/91)    Yet 
inf.a.ih?f  Th  eng^tS  was.disca^ed  out  of  hand  in  the  DEIR  as 
i     S?f™i!;  see  P-,385-   This  Position  contradicts  the  Appendix 
E.  discussion  of  alternative  fuels,  p.  115-116. 

d.  Moreover,  the  discussion 
Appendix  E.  are  internally 
discussion  outlines  several 
alternative  fuel  use  on  the 
spark-ignition  system  enabl 
gas.  Yet  the  discussion  co 
"use  of  an  alternative  fuel 
before  it  could  be  consider 
project. " 


and  the  conclusion  on  this  matter  in 
inconsistent,  see  pp.  115-116.   The 
available  techologies   for 
Eagle  Mountain  RR,  such  as  a 
ing  the  locomotive  to  burn  natural 
ncludes  with  the  non  sequitur  that  the 
. . .  would  have  to  be  evaluated  further 
ed  feasible  for  the  Eagle  Mountain 


This   superficial  approach  to  railway  mitigations  is  contrary  to 

establiSd^h^f  EI?K-1-The  discussi°"  in  Appendix  E.  already 
established  the  feasibility  of  alternative  fuel  use.   It  is 
incumbent  upon  the  preparers  of  the  EIR  to  fully  evaluate  the 
hhf1^3!   MSna5iVe  fUel  scenari°s  outlined  in  Appendix  E.  (for 
the  Eagle  Mountain  railway,  in  particular)  and  to  compare  those 
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mitigations  with  the  proposed  mitigations  in  reducing  the  railway 
air  emissions. 

3.  The  data  given  for  fuel  consumption  for  rail  haul  in  the 
tables  in  Section  IV.  0.  appears  to  be  inconsistent  with  that 
given  in  Table  21,  Appendix  E,  p.  76.   Is  this  inconsistency  real 
or  apparent? 

4.  The  present  format  makes  it  very  difficult  to  compare  truck 
haul  versus  rail  haul  air  emissions  on  a  ton-oer-mile  basis 
Assuming  the  Final  EIR  addresses  the  feasible' tecnology  of 
alternative  fuels  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  railway,  the  comparison 
will  be  even  more  complicated. 

Some  more  understandable  format  for  a  comparison  of  air  emissions 
on  a  ton-per-mile  basis  must  be  employed  if  the  Final  EIR  is  to 
fulfill  the  purpose  of  providing  consistent,  understandable 
information  on  the  impacts  of  alternative  forms  of 
transportation. 


Landfill  Flares 


10 


It 


12 


>X 


■■■■ 
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1.  The  analysis  of  Air  Quality,  IV  D.,  indicates  that  the 
flaring  of  landfill  gas  (LFG)  is  a  major  contributor  to  total 
project  emissions,  see  especially  table  26  and  figures  79  through 
83.   The  particulate  emissions  (PM10)  are  a  major  concern  because 
of  the  proximity  of  the  site  to  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument, 
and  the  probability  of  significant  deterioration  of  the  air 
quality  of  this  Class  I  area. 

The  discussion  of  flares  in  the  DEIR  appears  to  be  inconsistent 
on  this  item.   Appendix  E.,  table  on  p. 94,  attributes  0% 
contribution  to  fine  particulates  by  LFG  flares.   But  the  bar 
graph  p.  201  shows  LFG  flares  contributing  a  third  of  all 
particulates  generated  by  the  project.   Please  clarify. 

2.  The  DEIR  indicates,  Appendix  E,  p.  136,  "that  all  of  the  air 
quality  standards  and  Class  I  increments  would  be  achieved  if  the 
flares  could  be  replaced  with  an  alternative  mithod  of  disposal" 
except  PM10.   Yet  no  mitigations  other  than  those  required  by 
AQMD  (flaring,  catalysts,  "Best  Available  Control  Tecnology", 
etc.),  are  proposed  to  deal  with  landfill  gas. 

Moreover,  there  is  no  real  commitment  to  energy  recovery,  as  only 
a  study  of  the  "economic  feasibility"  of  energy  recovery  is 
required  at  some  future  time.   The  EIR  should  address  other 
mitigations,  including,  but  not  limited  to: 

a)   Mandatory  energy  from  LFG  when  techologically,  not  just 
economically,  feasible.   This  could  be  for  electrical  energy 
production,  pipeline  quality  gas  or  powering  onsite  equipment  or 
transportation. 
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14 


15 


16 


b)   Mandatory  composting  of  biodegradable  waste  at  source  or 
MRFs,  with  an  comparison  of  the  air  quality  impacts. 

L,Jh*   °EI*\analyzes  the  health  risk  for  cancer  from  toxic  qases 
?-n£??i  Y  ^  pr°P°sed  LFG  "ares  in  the  area  nearby  the 
landfill.    The  efficiencies  of  flares  in  destroying  these 

SS99aS  *S5J**  f"Sla*  from  70%  to  99%  with  tJe  Uj«Jty- 

s^ouJd'define^^s1^?3"  ""  ^^  fr0m  51%  °»  th*   ™™ 


ris/and^seYthe  ^hes*  ^^" ^^1^   ^   J*** 
Why  was.  the  highest  les^ctloTerflciency  oYtoxiclases10^ 
chosen  in  projecting  the  "worst  case  analysis"  for  cancel  risk  in 
rrtllea   °   thS  landfiH?    This  does  not  appear  to  meet  the 
criteria  of  worst  case.   The  EIR  needs  to  be  specific  on  thlse 
important  health  matters,  and  fully  define  terms  and  assumptions. 


Transport  of  Recyclables 


: 


I 
1 


17     SP  lSS4  0f,-oh?n!H0P°Sfd/Re^Clable  Stora^e  area"  DEIR  II  5a. and 
If  SP  IV  4  ,  is  inadequately  addressed.   Why  are  recyclables 

proposed  to  be  transported  and  stored  this  gre"  distance"  from 

cover  aSOthirda^  thls^L   ReC^lables  «»"  be  perSSS  to°m 
cover  a  third  of  this  322  acre  area  to  a  depth  of  16'    This 

woul^amount  to  over  70  million  cubic  feet  of  materials.   Is  this 

10  «r'JJ«'  ffr.inat*ne«»  this  material  is  newsprint  or  glass,  at 

„°7oe  P^nds  per  cubic  foot,  this  amounts  to  700  million 
£2?-?  JLt   materials  to  be  transported,  or  roughly  10%  of  the 
eSi«inna   7  P^ec*  tonnage.   Yet  there  is  no  mention  of  air 
landfill  Sit  *L   hf  ^ansPortin9  this  mass  of  materials  to  the 
landfill  area  and  back  again  to  recycling  facilities. 

be  carri^S.nafL0f  rfc?clables  Pa^t  of  the  projected  volume  to 

benefits  of   n    „ ^   tralnS?  kWhat  Would  be  the  ai^  emission 
?™   -°   2i   ^9  the  recyclables  at  the  MRFs,  as  opposed  to 
transporting  them?  will  the  county  receive  a  royalty  or 
mitigation  fee  for' this  potentially  massive  amount  of  material' 
^questions  are  raised  on  this  matter  than  are  answered  in  the 

3.   The  DEIR  clearly  shows  that  air  emissions  are  largely 
generated  by  transportation.   Since  these  emissions  arV 
iho?5  £D£L  2  the  volume/weight  transported,  every  effort 
should  be  made  to  reduce  unnecessary  tonnage  and  require  that 
recyclables  be  stored  at  the  wasteshed  or  market,  not  It  a 
landfill  more  than  a  hundred  miles  away. 


18 
19 

20 
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No  Project  Emissions 


22 


23 


i;mJheK?SSfrtl°n-that  the  "no  Pr°:ject"  air  emissions  are 
Premise  that°  llnlTA^   emissions  =»*  be  based  partially  on  the 
premise  that   landfill  gas  generation  would  be  greater  in  the  wet 
climates  where  most  existing  landfills  are  located  than   it  would 
be  at  Eagle  Mountain.   If  this  is  so,  the  EIR  should  articulate 

l^ndfn?tantt?te  thiS  ?remise-   But  by  the  same  token  these 
landfills  will  continue  to  generate  substantial  quantities  of  LFG 
for  some  time  into  the  future.  ht{3 

2.   Clarification  is  needed.   Does  the  "no  project"  LGF 
projection  represent  only  the  additional  LFG  generation  expected 
if  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  does  not  open,  or  or  does  thit 

of°years°ataexLtiniU?e  ^FG.that  CaB  be  exPected  *>r  a  number 
llul     lLt\t      n tlng  landfiHs  in  any  event?   If  the  latter  is 
f"f;a!h?u  thS   ?° /ro]ect  LFG  flare  emissions  are  misleading, 
in  that  they  include  emissions  that  will  occur  even  with  the 


24 
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Modeling 

h* JhS  DfwR.USe!  "4  transport  from  the  Los  Angeles  area  as  a 

e/wi   ^ruck  traffic  from  no  farther  than  75  miles  away. 
£n;j("  unties  enumerated  in  the  DEIR  (Los  Angeles,  Orange,  San 
^^^^n°and.^VeuSlde)  the  onl*   l^ales  to  be  served  by  the 
£"&?"  r0r.^lll.the  Proposal  accept  waste  from  other  countils, 
Northern  California,  other  States? 


evaiuate^nen^P°n/he  PreParers  of  the  EIR  to  enumerate  and 
evaluate  all  proposed  sources  of  waste  other  than  the  Los  Ange 

S»n.;«,.I   dis^ances'  transportation  corridors  and  methods  of 

D»rMn^»r^   ■    s?ecifled  and  analyzed  as  to  all  impacts, 
particularly  air  emissions. 


?™  o«n  dl?cussion  of  interbasin  transfer  of  air  pollutants  is 
too  general  to  be  meaningful.   Interbasin  transfers  are  alluded 
to,  but  not  adequately  quantified.   Clearly,  regional  modeling  is 
needed  to  enable  the  decision-making  bodies  to  assess  ?£e 
relative  merits  of  proposed  mitigations  (and  other  feasible 
mitigations)  on  the  various  affected  airbasins. 

3.   There  are  certain  inconsistencies  in  the  figures  given  for 
fuel  consumption,  Section  IV  0.   Tables  giving  80  trucks  driving 
300  miles/day  (could  be  translated  to  160  driving  150  miles) 
don  t  appear  to  jibe  with  other  data  given  specifying  200  trucks 
carrying  20  tons  each,  travelling  a  150  mile  round  trip. 
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Groundwater 


27 


28 


29 
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31 


1.  One  of  the  proposed  mitigations  to  protect  grou 
leachate  contamination  is  to  line  of  the  bottom  of 
with  a  composite  (clay  and  plastic)  liner.  This  is 
Yet  the  proposal  calls  for  only  a  portion  of  the  bo 
protected.  If,  as  the  EIR  describes,  the  underlyin 
fissured  and  capable  of  transporting  leachate  into 
groundwater  basin,  why  is  only  a  portion  of  the  bot 
to  receive  the  protection  of  a  plastic  liner?  A  c 
of  the  landfill  showing  exact  locations  of  conroosit 
versus  simply  clay  liner,  is  needed. 


ndwater  from 
the  landfill 
commendable, 
ttom  to  be  so 
g  bedrock  is 
the 

torn  proposed 
ross-section 
e  liner, 


2.  Liability  for  groundwater  contamination  is  an  issue  of 
importance,  and  could  be  a  major  economic  impact.   The  oublic 
must  be  assured  that  there  is  a  long  term  performance  bond,  or 
other  mechanism,  adequate  to  protect  the  county  or  other  public 
entity,  as  well  as  the  general  public,  from  long-term  costs  of 
containment  and/or  contamination.   Post-closure  containment  may 
be  costly,  requiring  containment  measures  and  control  of  surface 
water  drainage  for  a  very  long  period  of  time.   The  DEIR  fails  to 
adequately  address  this  matter. 

3.  Erosion  of  the  final  landfill  cover  and  consequent 
percolation  of  surface  water  through  the  refuse  could  lead  to 
greatly  increased  leachate  production  and  possibly  groundwater 
contamination.   Appendix  B,  p. 33,  describes  the  composition  of 
the  4'  thick  proposed  cover. 

The  erosive  force  of  desert  storms  is  well  documented.   Yet 
a  4'  layer  is  expected  to  protect  a  mountainside  of  waste  from 
extremely  erosive  surface  flows.   The  DEIR  must  be  explicit  on 
how  this  cover  will  function  and  for  how  long. 

5.  Is  there  to  be  a  backup  system  of  pipes  to  collect  leachate 
under  the  clay/composite  liner  as  well  as  the  leachate  collector 
pipes  above  the  liner?  Would  this  be  in  addition  to  the  proposed 
monitoring  wells  at  the  margin  of  the  landfill? 

In  yiew  of  the  uncertainties  of  hydrology  and  seismic  events,  it 
would  seem  judicious  to  have  a  such  backup  leachate  collection 
system  in  place  under  the  landfill  liner  and  its  overlying 
leachate  pipes.   This  system  was  outlined  by  the  proponent  (CVAG 
workshop  8/20/91)  but  has  not  been  addressed  in  the  DEIR. 

6.  Apparently  the  untreated  groundwater  from  the  northwestern 
^UCn^i1!  V*lleV   is  generally  not  potable  at  the  present  time. 
The  DEIR  fails  to  provide  clear  information  on  the  potential  for 
groundwater  to  migrate  from  the  Chuckwalla  Basin  to  surroundinq 
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groundwater  basins. 


7.  It  would  be  helpful 
Movement  of  Groundwater 
to  relay  information  on 
32  underlying  bedrock.  Fo 
second  to  powers  of  ten 
information,  such  as  in 
instructive  to  give  the 
unfractured  bedrock,  wi 
available,  direction  of 


if  the  discussion  under  "Occurrence  and 
DEIR  IIlA.j.,  would  use  layman's  terms 
permeability  and  porosity  of  the 
r  instance,  instead  of  centimeters  per 

the  DEIR  could  give  meaningful 
ches  per  year.   It  would  also  be 
se  rates  for  both  fractured  and 
th  a  map  clearly  showing  locations  and,  if 
flows/fractures . 


Biology 


33 


34 


1.  The  Desert  P 
wildlife  Service 
impacts  to  the  f 
pupfish.  As  par 
adequate  mitigat 
Section  7  permit 
over  those  propo 
may  not  proceed 
critical  habitat 


rotective  Council  understands  that  the  US  Fish  & 

will  perform  a  Section  7  consultation  for 
ederally  threatened  desert  tortoise  and  desert 
t  of  the  process,  the  Service  will  require 
ions  as  a  condition  to  the  issuance  of  the 
,  and  these  mitigations  would  take  precedence 
sed  in  the  DEIR;  furthermore,  that  the  project 
if  it  involves  a  "taking"  of  this  species  or  its 
that  would  jeopardize  its  recovery. 


2.   In  addition  there  are  other  sensitive,  candidate,  or 
endangered  species,  such  as  the  California  leaf-nosed  bat,  that 
inhabit  areas  of  the  project  area.   It  is  not  clear  what  measure 
of  federal  or  state  review,  if  any,  these  species  will  recieve 
prior  to  implementation  of  the  project.   Please  clarify. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


ident 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Palm  Springs  -  South  Coast  RA 

63-500  Garnet  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  2000 

N.  Palm  Springs,  California  92258-2000 

Attn:  Marianne  Wetzel 


S3 


*2 


Re:   Comments  on  Environmental  Impact  Statement/- 

Environmental  Impact  Report,  Proposed  Landfill 
Proiect,  Eagle  Mountain.  California 

Dear  Ms.  Wetzel: 

Enclosed  are  comments  submitted  on  behalf  of  the 
^L  Jrnta  Clarita  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement /Environmental  Impact  Report,  Proposed  Landfill 
Project,  Eagle  Mountain,  California.  Also  enclosed  are 
documents  which  are  incorporated  by  reference  in  our 
comments . 


ft* 


.„,4.  The  City  of  Santa  Clarita  is  most  concerned  with 
solid  waste  issues.  It  supports  the  goals  of  reducing  the 
solid  waste  stream.  it  stands  behind  the  objectives  of 
^US*iTg  Sf?  recy°ling  ^  alternatives  to  outdated  policies 
of  thoughtless  landfilling.    For  the  waste  stream  which 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
September  23,  1991 
Page  2 


remains,  the  City  of  Santa  Clarita  urges  careful  consider- 
ation of  the  preservation  of  environmental  values,  including 
groundwater  protection  and  habitat  preservation,  in  the 
selection  of  sites  for  land  disposal. 

It  would  also  appear  that  sensible,  foresighted 
land  use  planning  would  dictate  the  preservation  of 
dwindling  open  space  in  areas  near  population  centers.  For 
these  reasons,  the  City  of  Santa  Clarita  urges  careful 
analysis  of  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  proposal.  If  the 
environmental  and  public  safety  questions  can  be  properly 
answered,  it  may  be  a  most  attractive  regional  solution  to 
the  solid  waste  disposal  needs  which  will  remain  following 
implementation  of  AB  939. 

Please  add  my  name  to  the  mailing  list  of  persons 
to  be  notified  regarding  the  EIS/EIR  for  this  project. 

Very_truly  yours, 


<Z6fJQ&-+ 


RUFUS    C.    YOUNG,    JR. 

Of  BURKE,  WILLIAMS  &  SORENSEN 


CC: 


Honorable  Mayor  and 

Members  of  the  City  Council 
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Comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report/ Statement 

for  the  Proposed 
Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project 

Submitted  by  the  city  of  Santa  Clarita 
September  23,  1991 


Section  I.   Introducti 


on 


Page  1 


1 


I 


Page  4 


The  description  of  the  proposed  action 
should  more  clearly  describe  the  exchange 
of  lands  that  is  to  occur  and  state  any 
existing  conditions  (eg.,  endangered 
species  habitat)  which  might  affect  the 
exchange.   The  total  acreage  of  lands  to 
be  transferred  to  the  federal  government 
by  the  applicant  should  be  stated. 

The  description  of  the  purpose  and  need 
for  the  project  appears  to  rely  on  data 
published  by  the  City  and  County  of  Los 
Angeles  in  1988.   The  Los  Angeles  County 
Sanitation  Districts  ("LACSD")  has  pub- 
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lished  a  report  with  more  recent  data, 
their  1990  Draft  Program  Environmental 
Impact  Report  for  the  Integrated  Solid 
Waste  Management  System.   Although  that 
report  is  not  without  its  shortcomings, 
it  does  present  more  current  data.   More 
recently,  the  LACSD  has  produced  a  "Waste 
By  Rail  Report"  (dated  August  1991) .  That 
report  indicates  that  the  amount  of  solid 
waste  that  will  need  to  be  disposed  of  in 
Los  Angeles  County  will  grow  to  54,600 
tons  per  day,  and  that  a  disposal  capa- 
city short  fall  of  22,300  tons  per  day 
will  exist  in  1995.   In  addition,  the 
City  of  Santa  Clarita  has  published  a 
report  on  hauling  solid  waste  by  rail. 
It  contains  information  on  the  economics 
of  "waste  by  rail."   Copies  of  the  LACSD 
and  the  Santa  Clarita  "waste  by  rail" 
reports  are  attached. 


Section_II.   Alternatives  Including  the  Proposed  Action. 


Page  15 


The  total  acreage  offered  by  the  appli- 
cant should  be  stated.   Any  special  or 
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unique  characteristics  of  the  offered 
lands  should  be  noted. 


Page  15 


The  total  amount  of  acreage  to  be  trans- 
ferred from  private  to  public  control  to 
establish  the  nature  preserve  at  Salt 
Creek  should  be  stated. 


Page  48 


1 
I 


1 


1 


Page  75 


The  Draft  EIR/EIS  states  that  size,  loca- 
tion and  operation  of  processing  and 
transfer  stations  would  be  determined  by 
the  communities  in  which  they  are  to  be 
located.   The  final  EIR/EIS  should 
provide  some  background  discussion  of 
these  facilities,  i.e.  transfer  stations 
and  MRFs.   A  discussion  of  AB  939,  and 
its  diversion  goals,  and  how  they  are 
likely  to  encourage  local  governments  to 
approve  siting  proposals  for  MRFs,  and 
the  economies  which  might  result  from 
collocating  them  with  transfer  faci- 
lities, might  strengthen  the  Final 
EIR/EIS. 

There  should  be  greater  discussion  in  the 
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No  Action  Alternative  as  to  the  likeli- 
hood that  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  and  the 
County  of  Los  Angeles  will  be  unable  to 
provide  for  other  waste  disposal  solu- 
tions.  In  this  regard,  LACSD  is  evaluat- 
ing potential  new  landfill  sites  in  a 
DPEIR,  despite  the  fact  that  the  siting 
component  of  the  County  Integrated  Waste 
Management  Plan,  required  by  AB  939,  has 
not  yet  been  prepared.   The  Final  EIR/EIS 
should  discuss  the  "gap"  between  LACSD 's 
current  landfill  siting  DPEIR  (which  has 
been  harshly  criticized  by  both  the 
Attorney  General  of  California  and  the 
staff  of  the  California  Integrated  Waste 
Management  Board)  and  the  requirements  of 
AB  939.   (Copies  of  correspondence  from 
the  Attorney  General  and  the  CIWMB, 
critical  of  the  LACSD  DPEIR,  are 
attached. ) 
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ggcUon.III. Affected   Rnvi mental   and    section   TV.    EnviromnPni-al 

Consequences 

A.  Water  Quality  and  Use 


General 


It  is  most  important  to  fully  evaluate 
the  possibility  of  groundwater 
contamination  which  might  result  from 
this  project. 


3 


Page  115       The  FE1R/EIS  should  state  whether  the 
Chuckwalla  Valley  groundwater  basin  is 
closed  both  hydrologically  and 
geohydrologically . 


Page  126       Figure  45  should  depict  the  site  boun- 
dary. 


10 


I 


11 


Page  133       Figure  47  should  show  the  site  boundary 
and  existing  extraction/monitoring  wells 

Page  139       a  list  and  map  of  all  water  wells  and 

springs  within  a  ten  mile  radius  should 
be  provided.   This  information  should 
include  annual  amount  of  groundwater 
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withdrawn  over  the  last  10  years. 


B.   Public  Health  and  Safety 


12 


Page  142       The  EIR/EIS  should  reference  and  provide 
a  short  discussion  of  the  effects  that 
the  requirements  of  AB  939,  for  all 
cities  and  counties  to  prepare  and  im- 
plement Household  Hazardous  Waste 
Elements,  ("HWWE's")  and  the  growing 
awareness  of  potential  municipal 
liability  for  the  hazardous  constituents 
of  municipal  solid  waste  will  have  on  the 
anticipated  waste  stream. 


13 


Page  143 


I 


i 


The  public  health  and  safety  section 
should  address  the  possible  health  ef- 
fects of  landfill  gas.   A  variety  of 
adverse  human  health  effects  are  asso- 
ciated with  municipal  solid  waste 
landfill  emissions.   Over  100  chemical 
constituents  have  been  detected  in  MSW 
landfill  emissions;  exposure  to  several 
of  the  constituents  has  been  associated 
with  cancer  and  noncancer  health 
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effects.   The  potential  health  effects  of 
air  emissions  from  landfills,  and  the 
desirability  of  locating  landfills  in 
remote  areas,  far  from  the  urban  inter- 
face, should  be  discussed.   In  addition, 
the  Final  EIR/EIS  should  report  on 
whether  the  proposed  landfill  would  pose 
any  danger  to  elementary  school  students, 
and  whether  any  schools  should  be  moved 
farther  from  the  landfill. 


I 


» 


15 


Page  145       Surface  and  subsurface  landfill  fires 

also  may  result  from  biological  decompo- 
sition or  chemical  oxidation,  and  the 
improper  operation  of  landfill  gas 
recovery  systems.   The  ignition  and  pro- 
pagation of  such  fires  are  a  function  of 
several  factors  including  waste  composi- 
tion, moisture  content,  available  oxygen, 
insulating  properties  and  ambient  pres- 
sure in  the  area  of  combustion.   These 
factors,  and  how  they  influence  siting 
decisions,  should  be  discussed. 


■w 


Page  149 


Table  10  needs  to  show  California  data, 
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specifically  information  for  the  proposed 
rail  lines. 


C.   Traffic  and  Transportation 


17 


Page  154       The  relative  safety  of  rail  transport- 
ation vis  a  vis  truck  transportation 
should  be  discussed. 


18 


Page  155       The  truck  route  discussion  should  include 
a  discussion  of  highway  safety  of  all 
designated  routes. 


D.   Air  Quality 


19 


Page  169       Substantial  information  exists  from  a 
variety  of  sources  regarding  air  emis- 
sions from  existing  landfill  operations 
throughout  Southern  California.   The 
Final  EIR/EIS  should  discuss  these  air 
emissions  as  a  function  of  distance  from 
population  centers  (including  schools, 
and  jail  facilities,  among  others)  as  a 
factor  in  siting  landfills. 
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20 


21 


22 


23 


Page  169 


G.   Biology 


Page  195 


Page  197 


Page  215 


WPX/RCY/STM972395 


The  EPA's  draft  regulations  for  New 
Source  Pollutant  Standards  (NSPS)  for 
landfill  air  emissions  were  recently- 
published  in  the  Federal  Register.   These 
new  proposed  regulations  warrant 
discussion  in  the  Final  EIR/EIS.   Addi- 
tionally, background  information  for  the 
proposed  standards  and  guidelines  was  re- 
leased by  the  U.S.  EPA  in  March  of  this 
year.   The  Final  EIR/EIS  should  reflect 
the  current  status  of  the  items. 


The  Final  EIR/EIS  should  state  clearly 
the  distance  from  rail  lines  and  roads 
that  vegetation  was  mapped. 

Exhibit  57a  should  have  a  legend. 

The  EIR/EIS  indicates  that  "species 
diversity  observed  did  not  differ  signi- 
ficantly" between  the  proposed  Eagle 
Mountain  Road  extension  and  flatter  por- 
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tions  of  the  proposed  landfill  site.   In 
this  case,  species  diversity  should  be 
defined  (number  of  species,  densities,  or 
a  combination) .   If  the  Final  EIR/EIS  has 
a  discussion  of  significance  in  a  statis- 
tical sense,  the  analytical  methods 
should  be  discussed  and  should  indicate 
what  data  were  used. 


Page  216 


25 


1 


It  appears  that  the  term  "Species  of 
Special  Concern"  has  been  used  in  the 
Draft  EIR/EIS  to  describe  any  sensitive 
species,  including  threatened  and 
endangered  species.   However,  the  term 
"Species  of  Special  Concern"  is  used  by 
the  California  Department  of  Fish  &  Game 
(CDFG)  to  describe  those  species  which 
are  declining  in  population  or  have 
limited  populations,  but  which  do  not 
meet  the  criteria  for  listing,  similar  to 
"candidate  species"  under  the  federal 
Endangered  Species  Act.   The  use  of 
"Species  of  Special  Concern"  in  the 
EIR/EIS  is  confusing  as  it  implies  that 
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26 


27 


28 


Other 
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the  discussion  is  limited  to  only  those 
species  so  recognized  by  the  CDFG,  but 
not  to  threatened  or  endangered  species. 

Table  3,  Appendix  F.   The  yellow  warbler 
is  indicated  as  having  been  observed,  but 
is  not  given  a  status  code.   It  should  be 
designated  "S"  indicating  that  the  bird 
is  a  California  Species  of  Special 
Concern. 

A  major  concern  is  determining  whether 
any  areas  properly  qualify  as  wetlands 
under  Section  4  04  of  the  Clean  Water  Act, 
and  the  Federal  Wetlands  Manual.   The 
status  of  suspected  wetlands  should  be 
clarified  in  the  Final  EIR/EIS. 

The  impacts  discussions  are  very  thorough 
and  the  mitigation  measures  proposed 
appear  to  avoid,  minimize,  and/or  compen- 
sate for  impacts  to  the  resources,  but 
there  are  no  provisions  for  mitigation 
monitoring,  a  requirement  under  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act. 

-11- 
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Growth  Inducement  and  Socioeconomics 


29 


1 


■>:' 


Page  476        Tipping  fees  in  Los  Angeles  County 

currently  average  over  52  3  per  ton.   For 
north  Los  Angeles  County,  where  all  the 
new  landfills  are  proposed,  the  average 
is  nearly  $28  per  ton.   The  City  of  Santa 
Clarita  has  completed  detailed  studies  on 
the  cost  history  and  future  projections 
of  landfill  and  for  rail  haul  options. 
Tipping  fees  have  escalated  at  alarming 
rates  over  the  last  decade  as  a  result  of 
both  increasing  regulations  and  the 
increasing  scarcity  of  disposal  sites. 
If  fees  continue  to  increase  at 
comparable  rates,  the  cost  of  tipping  in 
Los  Angeles  County  will  increase  to  over 
$65  per  ton  in  five  years  while  rail  haul 
options  may  be  provided  for  substantially 
less  ($55  per  ton) .   Rail  haul  options 
will  provide  a  financial  cap  to  local 
increases  by  providing  another  source  to 
what  is  today  a  captive  market.   The 
studies  by  the  City  of  Santa  Clarita  are 
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enclosed  for  reference  and  inclusion  in 
the  EIR/EIS. 


I.   Geology  and  Mineral  Resources 


30 


Page  251 


A  table  should  be  provided  listing  the 
distance  the  site  is  from  active  and 
potentially  active  faults.   Information 
should  also  be  provided  on  the  Maximum 
Probable  Earthguake  (MPE)  and  Maximum 
Credible  Earthguake  (MCE) . 


J.   Visual,  Recreation,  and  Wilderness  Re 


sources 


% 


31 


No  comments. 


K.   Utilities  and  Service 


^ 


32 


No  comments. 


L.   Noise 


1 


33 


No  comments. 


M.   Cultural  Resources 
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No  comments. 


N.   Paleontology 


35 


No  comments. 


O.   Energy  Consumption/Generation 


36 


No  comments . 


Section_IV.   Cumulative  Impacts 


37 


1 


38 


Page  595       The  cumulative  growth  inducement  section 
should  provide  some  discussion  on  the 
economic  growth  that  can  be  facilitated 
by  the  implementation  of  rail  haul  propo- 
sals such  as  Eagle  Mountain. 
The  EIR/EIS  notes  several  times  that 
transfer  stations  are  not  a  part  of  the 
project.   However,  transfer  stations  are 
inevitable  if  the  project  is  to  operate 
and  transportation  fees  are  to  be  kept 
competitive. 
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SlfifcifllLXi The  Relationship  RpNeen  T.ncal  short-tArm  Uses  of  Man'* 

Environment  and  the  Maintenance  and  Enhancement  nf  Lonc.-t.srm 
Productivity 


39 


I 

1 
H 
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Page  599       The  EIR/EIS  should  address  the  advantages 
that  policy  decisions  to  implement  propo- 
sals such  as  Eagle  Mountain  will  have  on 
the  urban  community.   Regional  decisions 
for  solid  waste  management  are  vital  to 
the  proper  management  of  the  environment 
and  the  social  well-being  of  the  general 
public.   Implications  of  locating  a  major 
new  solid  waste  landfill  for  the  use  of  a 
in  remote  areas,  and  away  from  the  urban 
interface  is  a  policy  decision  that 
allows  for  preservation  of  unique  re- 
sources nearer,  and  in  many  cases  within 
the  urban  setting.   This  point  needs  to 
be  made  in  the  Final  EIR/EIS. 


Sectjon^VJ . Significant  Irreversible  Environmental  Chan 


qes 


40 


No  comments. 
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JOHN  K.   VAN  DE  KAMP 
Attormy  Genera! 


Stat*  of  California 
DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 


w  u  •*  o  j. 


3Sm  WUSHIRE  BOULEVARD,    ROOM  MO 

LOS  ANOELES   90010 

(213)  736-2304 


December  3,  1990 


(213)  736-2341 


Donald  S.    Nellor 

S?if?.!?"te  ^Sement  Department 

?aS!tSxio«?88trict8  of  L°s  ^eles  c°-^ 

Whittier,  California  90607 
Dear  Mr.  Nellor: 


Res 


Sk'ssasrssr slsss  gs f  or "-  *■— 


Angeles  Count?  SK£Ed  tolfffcSJS'  f°r  **•  P*>P°"S  Los 

-DPEIR-,.      The  Attorney  Central  n™?^!?6"*1111  System   <the 
to  his  powers  under  thi  cSEEinST °^ide8Jtilese  comments  pursuant 
California  Government  Cc>£  to  SS.C?n!witUtlon  aaA  the 
California.      These  cL»«!.       protect  the  environment  of 

other  Sta?e  .JSj"  S^ffSlS!  "^  """^  °n  *■*■"  °f  "7 

reo^ires'an^ocariSncter8?8  f^^ement  Act  of  1989    (AB  939) 
amount  of  .ollTS.ST^^1Hggf.«»  Ooob^,   to  reduce  the 
facilities  by  50  percent  bv  th^     H««?nd  transformation 
range  of  wast.  di!Si£  StJJLPE  l°i°'     The  County  can  use  a 
will  be  discussed  in  moVXSThi w^k  *S  meet  this  9oal-     As 
adequately  address   this  ?«™.       t1ow'   the  DPEIR  do®s  not 
939?s   dirLtlvT  Sat ^IfS'dlJSJS* £"•    Md  in  8Pite  °f  AB 
resort,    the  DPEIR  looks  to  to. ^!5f "f  ^  Iiewed  as   a  last 
and  the  siting  o?  ES^r^i3S^  *  J?*"1^  landfi1^ 

pentVst^?  inssj^sTSara^^ repo~< 

JanfL^Fas8  ^SSS^^^T^^  ^S™ 

potential  new  laaSill Titlf     S  JK  j!r  DEI?  for  **»• 
does  not  a^^co^?^ 
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Donald  S.  Nellor 
December  3,  1990 
Page  2 


1 

I 


existing  landfills  and  the  erJKiSrf  nS^iS!     ?£°?  °f    •    • 

^en\fe 

In  view  of  the  significant  deficiencies  in  the  dpetb  „»  .«.„.  , 
recommend  that  the  DPEIR  be  revised  and  «circu?at2 '  f S  ^H  ' 

The  Integrated  w„ste  Management  Aer.  nf  1989  raw  q?0) 

11    Dete™jnation  of  rutyr*   Waste  Di.^n,^  Canard  HaBH. 

The  DPEIR  alleges  that  the  County  will  soon  encounter  a  waste 
disposal  capacity,  crisis,  and  predicts  an  LnminS?  Shortfall  of 
nof  hi  i^r;  ThS  DPEIR  conc^des  that  wSHiversS  Jill 
2K«ft  8nOUgLt0  P«vent  this  shortfall,  and  that  the  County 
should  proceed  apace  to  develop  new  landfills.   TheDPEIR^s 
calculation  of  the  need  for  new  landfill  space  is  flawed 
however,   if  the  shortfall  is  properly  meaiuredT  and  if  the 
County  acts  at  once  to  develop  aggressive  and  erf  Stive  waste 
diversion  programs,  as  envisioned  by  AB  939,  the  allied 
shortfall  may  well  be  substantiallfdelayed  aS/or  diminished. 

Moreover,  the  DPEIR  admits  that  it  will  take  at  least  five  to 
seven  years  for  new  landfills  to  come  on  line   Thul  STcS^ 
cannot  justify  the  creation  of  new  landxiUs^o  SSt'tS^cS?. 
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alleged  immediate  need  without  first  making  every  effort  to 
divert  wastes  from  landfill  disposal,  as  mandated  by  If 939. 

o5e1?!H^1?UStifieK  itS  contention  that  the  County  is  running  out 
of  landfill  space  by  presenting  calculations  and  chartTtoKoSfe 
various  "time-to-crisis-  analyses.   According  to  thele      P 

ShSJ!?,  "?,',***•  t±me  in  Which  the  DPEIR  Predicts  that  the 
shortfall  will  occur  ranges  from  1991  to  after  the  year  2000 

ex?an2e29  **  ^  **   939  9°alS  "*  met  and  existing  landfills 

h^»Sf!1R  doe*  not  Present  the  data  to  back  up  these  claims, 
however  and  its  calculation  of  the  shortfall  does  not  properly 

practices  Mg°S.2"  6ffeCtS  °f  M  939"mandat^  «•«•  diversion 
Pw  fri  ??'   If  these  errors  are  corrected,  the  calculated 

?S55f#  ^y  WtX1   dwindle  and  ^e  need  for  new  or  expanded 
landfill  sites  become  less  pressing. 

alleSedI«h^?-i?hrMiPr0:)eCti0n8  °f  the  time  in  which  the 
alleged  shortfall  will  occur.   The  first  is  demonstrated  by  Fia 

2-4  at  page  2-10.   That  figure  shows  that  the  shortfall  will 

SStSlEa'SSi"  1991  "  there  is  no  in«ease  in  exiting 
ff^-t?g  ieve^-s'  no  expansion  of  existing  sites,  and  no  new 

wast^generaTe^wTn  ^  figUXe  al8°  "8^es  **"  the  amSSt  of 
DooJLIinn  ^™Ki;L^inCrea8e  at  a  rate  of  1%  P«r  ye«  due  to 
H^on  growth  and  at  an  additional  rate  of  1.5%  due  to  per 

"vels  1?5'SE?;  UnHer  thiS  8cenari°'  at  ^rrent  reSyclLS 
levels,  the  DPEIR  predicts  that  the  County  will  be  Generation 

SES"?1?..60'000  t0nS  **r  d*y  of  8olid  ^ste  fo?  XS       9 
thereafter?     **"      WhiCh  WiU  continue  to  increase 

The  second  projection  is  found  at  Figure  3-2  at  page  3-16   This 
iof?rV?aS  ft2d^hat  the  ■hortfairill  manlfes?  itself  after 
»991'  *U3  the  **  939  9°als  "e  taken  into  account  so  that  the 
^^L°L^"te  goin?  *°  landfills  drops  to  less  than  40,000  tons 
per  day  by  the  year  2000.   This  figure  also  asssumes  that  the 
waste  generation  rate  will  increase  at  a  rate  of  1%  per  year  due 
to  population  growth  and  at  an  additional  rate  of  1.5%  due  to  per 

"?t  LinCr!"e!  tQ  the  year  2000'  but  ^en  assumes  that  there 
will  be  no  further  per  capita  increases. 

The  third  forecast  is  contained  in  Figure  3-10,  at  page  3-30.   In 
on no  scenar:LO'  the  shortfall  is  postponed  until  after  the  year 
2000,  and  stays  relatively  small  until  about  2005.  As  with 
Tig^e,3~2'  the  County's  daily  tonnage  of  waste  going  into 
landfills  at  the  year  2000  is  less  than  40,000.   This  figure 
assumes  maximum  compliance  with  AB  939  and  full  expansion  of  all 
existing  landfill  sites,  as  proposed  in  the  DPEIR.   This  figure 
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that  there  are  serious  inconsistencies  and  flaws  in  these  appear" 
KSj!Stt?a"',Which  COuld  dramatically  alter  SrpJedicS; 
SS^JSJ:  -F°r  exafflPle'  with  aspect  to  the  assSptiln  of  1  5% 
PfLvapita  increases,  the  DPEIR  does  not  explain  why  each  \L*lr 
of  the  County's  population  should  increase ,  rathefthS  Se??etse 
the  amount  of  waste  he  or  she  generates.   If  AB  939  objectives 
are  implemented  quickly  and  forcefully,  per  capita  w^stJ 

???sarcojicu?^:?rea8e-  This  is  Stps-s?i5B,a» 

SdJ^in^Sn  althou*h  *he  daily  waste  disposal  need  drops  to 
under  40,000  tons  per  day  in  Figs.  3-2  and  3-10  when  50  nercent 
waste  diversion  is  present  (as  mandated  by  AB  939)?  the  dailv 

?f  ?««1„ff?a£^/0e8.n0t  in«ease  concurrently  as  £ \hSuld. 
If  less  waste  is  deposited  in  landfills,  not  only  will  disoosal 
bS£  Si'   rf  -^P^tywni  iprpN,^  because  iLripaceS 
w!i?9b£  d!i*J^  fap"it:y  increases  as  well,  then  the  shortfall 
win  be  delayed  in  time  and  will  decrease  in  amount. 

H?!««BfaCetS  °?  the  "Iculation  of  the  future  shortfall  in 

f£I£?J3fli3  oTf^r^1!  beCaU8e  ****   could  "tir  ?h.  need 
til   new  landfills  or  for  the  extension  of  existing  landfills   If 
per  capita  waste  generation  is  decreased,  and  caScityi. 
sho^lf??  ST  KeKam°Vnt  °f  waate  Verted,  the  promoted" 
ilSfn  .S:ght.ba  eliminated  altogether,  or  the  need  for 
landfill  expansion  reduced.  The  DPEIR  should  provide  the 
background  for  its  calculations  and  should  revisTthem  to  reflect 

2edor?an9e8  "°  that  a  true  Projection  of  new  land? Si  spHl  can 
be  determined  more  accurately.  F 

2-    Coordination  with  ar  9??  pjfl.. 

iS  ^SLIP'S  **  939'  ^^"^  1991'  eac«  county  in  the  state 
"„"quired  *?  Prepare  and  adopt  for  its  unincorporated  areas  a 
source  reduction  and  recyling  element  that  will^phasise  waste 
diversion  programs  and  identify  the  amount  of  landfill  Ed 
transformation  (waste-to-energy)  capacity  needed  for  solid  waste 
3Soo"i?$n5*  ^-^  "  tne'80^ce'  recycled  or  com^itSd 
!fi??  ^  ^3°2-*  Cities  are  required  to  prepare,  adopted  submit 
^ldrc!Tt8B°  the  county  in  1*ich  th«y  «e  located  by  July 
llll'   kS41«°-   ThSSe  aource  reduction  and  recycling  elements 
must  show  25  percent  waste  diversion  by  January  1995  and  must  be 
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updated  within  five  vearc  *«   »u 

2000.      §41780.  ye"S  t0  Show  50  P««nt  diversion  by  January 

In  addition,    counties  are  reouired  +n  „,.« 

element  that  provides  a  description %P     Pare  a  cou"-tywide  siting 
transformation  facilities  IS  Si  areas  to  *•  used  for  9 

These  siting  eleSsmusVEe  SLStS^S  landfi^'    °f 41700. 
Integrated  Waste  Management  Lf^f^?       to  the  California 
source  reduction  anS  Ittlnl  eJSntl     ?!  ^  City  and  county 
integrated  waste  management  SS       Si™*"?,0*  a  co**tywide 
really  will   ^n        t     |   iSSfill   1*1 17?°/.    If  Los  Angeles  County 
its  AB   939  plan  must  go  to  the  b2S \Z   ^  °ne  t0  two  years,      7 

y       °  tne  fioard  by  January  1992.      §41791 . 

SSm^riysJem^Sf  Los  SoSSS?  ^    "Inte^"*<*  Solid  Waste 
County's  AB  939  plan!     ?vef  ?hoIIh  t^Z' '  the  DPEIR  is  M£  the 
DPEIR,   it  still  must  prep«e  i?;gso^LC°^ty  ^a8  P^P^^Tthis 
siting  elements  and  its  AB  939 IlII     ?I  «SUCt-°?'   "^^  and 
a  better  use  of  County  resource  ^ "  J£  2^  °Pia*"»#   it  would  be 
AB  939   requirement™'7  resources  to  coordinate  the  DPEIR  with  the 

KficienSes^n^n^aUe  £j2.?°"lbl?  the  reaaon  f"  the 
County  has  not  yet  completed  tll^  analrs±s  discussed  below,   the 
siting  elementsunde?  U  "S     nor  ST?**-*10?10!?'   "cycling'and 
be  prepared  by  the  City  of  Los  SoefL       fwCSiVed  the  el«nents  to 
elements,   and  the  studies  nS«JS  JL  tS?  preParati°"  of  these 
currently  underway.      The  DPEIR  1*1? J  ^eif  Preparation,   are 
Districts  have  recent!?  met  witS  £?v  Slff^6  S°^ty  Citation 
officials   concerning  AB  939     and  *£?*£?**'  and  electe* 
groupings   of   cities  and  uninco™«^r°P°Sln9  bLx  "Sional 
coordinated  elements       Th2  slnfFff?  ^°0unty  area8   to  prepare 
committing  funds   to  sunSl* S*"ftation  Districts  also  are 
The  DPElR9admitI  Sar?r5l^IVePilSn9  ?f°~a'      W*  3-5.) 
recycling  and  the  composition  STI-S?  Planning  information  on 

IttK  the  AB  939   eleme^are  £3E.r"S52  £l?VS7 

facTtnat  ffi? aree1lre°ardrSdedrwaVxorSte  """^  -  «" 

y  ""oerway  for  purposes  of  the  AB  939 

Board  ^vS^^Sjj^L^^Sr^ml  Waste  Management 
the  statute,   and  is  about  toSont9^*!8  for  comP1iance  with 
provide  detailed  guidance  for  XfvSfBan?lt  re^lations,   which 
programs   to  be  mj£E££Z  £j  have  aT^f/^!  diversi°" 
local   jurisdictions  know  and  anil v*I\S?ir  ^^  P^ose  that 
systems  before  committing  M,£Sl  to  li«I?Ud  ?a8te  ^agement 
£ee   14   CCR  Sec.    18720  et  sea  changing  those  systems. 
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elements  and  plans,  the  preparation  of  the  integrated  solid  «..*. 
management  system  for  the  County  should  be  coordinated  with  31 
r™Yn!  AB-939^ ef£orts-  Although  the  preparation  oTa  long! 
range  planning  document  for  managing  solid  waste  in  L.A  cSuntv 
may  be  a  good  idea,  it  is  counterproductive  and  inefficient  ?? 

waste  mana|ementhplans.C°nJUnCti0n  W±th  the  **  939  ^grated 

If  the  County  is  unable  to  provide  a  more  comprehensive  analysis 

vet  in  lll^e   be"U??  ^  **  939  studies  a"d  elements  arenot 
yet  in,  then  this  is  all  the  more  reason  why  the  DPEIR  should  be 
revised  and  recirculated  in  conjunction  with  the  County's  AB  939 
plan,  particularly  since  the  elements  of  that  plan  mus?  be 
prepared  within  the  next  seven  months.   If  this  is  not  done,  the 
County  also  runs  the  risk  that  its  final  EIR  for  the  integrated 
solid  waste  management  system  will  conflict  with  AB  939  elements 
and  plans  approved  by  the  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board, 
certainly  something  to  be  avoided.  The  County's  long-range  solid 
waste  planning  efforts  should  not  be  done  piecemeal?  bu^al  part 
939  compl"n^S1Ve  "*  effective  Parage  in  conjunction  with  AB 

3-    Description  of  AB  939  Programs 

17^1   h-  M  939,  thS  County  is  required  to  implement  an  array 
aL™L  r^10n  pro^ams,  including  the  reduction  of  waste 
f^ e"^da^the.  source,  recycling,  reuse,  and  composting.  AB 
?«J  t^C^ly   directs  that  landfills  should  be  the  last  resort 
IkL   d??e  Planne""   Pub-  ^s.  Code  Sec.  40052.   To  guarantee 
lit   sfrLmeaSSo?o  WaSte  reduFtion  are  used  before  new  landfills 
™«r!  !!?i     I9   f*^"98  that,  until  the  Countywide  integrated 
waste  management  plan  required  by  AB  939  has  been  approved  by  the 
Integrated  Waste  Management  Board,  no  new  landfills  can  be 
^h??^ hed  unless  the  Board  first  finds  that  the  protection  of 
putlic  health,  or  public  need  and  necessity,  require  the 
immediate  implementation  of  the  sites.  Pub.  Res.  Code.  Sec 

jUUUU • 

Although  the  DPEIR  is  not  intended  to  be  the  County's  AB  939 
qian:  ^f  °f?IR  neyertheless  admits  that,  in  order  to  achieve  AB 
939  s  objectives,  it  will  be  necessary  for  the  County  "to  develop 
a  number  of  new  and  innovative  programs  that  will  reduce  or 
divert  material  presently  going  to  the  landfills . -   Page  3-6 . 
Yet  the  DPEIR  fails  to  take  this  very  step.  Rather,  it  briefly 
describes  a  "menu"  of  broad,  general  possibilities  that  "could" 
be  implemented  in  order  to  achieve  the  requisite  waste  diversion. 
There  is  no  analysis  of  what  will  be  done  to  maximize  waste 
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diversion  in  the  County. 
DPEIR. 


This  is  a  major  deficiency  in  the 


w. 


The  discussion  found  at  pages  3-7  to  3-14  is  no  more  than  an 
outline  of  various  possible  general  programs,  such  as  consumer 
education  programs,  buy-back  and  drop-off  centers,  SrbsidT 
"■Li?^i?n:  and  materials  recovery  facilities.   The  report  makes 
rn   !iS5«S  =?eate  a  lon9-range  plan  for  how  the  Counly  intends 
»?i?  kS   fu  !jeS®  Prooranis'  nor  to  analyze  whether  such  measures 
will  have  the  desired  impact  upon  waste  diversion.   The  DPEIR 
also  devotes  almost  no  attention  to  any  possible  -new  and 

ii?TAB1939?ro9raM"  that  Lt  adoits  wil1  "•  necessary  to  ==«»piy 

In  addition,  the  DPEIR  notes  that  businesses,  industries  and 
manufacturers  must  focus  their  attention  on  designing  products 
that  can  be  recycled  and  have  a  minimum  amount  of  packaging 
material,  states  that  legislation  can  play  an  important  role  in 
encouraging  source  reduction  and  recycling,  and  hopes  that 
consumers  will  use  their  purchasing  power  to  encourage  waste 

fivon^f^V61^  ,!Page  3_11)  virt**Hy  no  concrete  plans  are 
Anlt \£!     !T  5he  County  intends  to  realize  this  wishlist,  nor 
aoes  the  report  do  more  with  such  potential  programs  as 
composting  or  materials  recovery  facilities  than  merely  to 
describe  them.   (Pages  3-10  and  3-13)  There  is  little 
;hfCriPti°n  ?  Proposed  legislation  or  incentive  measures  that 
tne  county  plans  to  implement.  The  DPEIR  also  states  that 
?£f2  ?  K?  8°mt   diver^d  waste  products  can  be  difficult  to  find 
iUSIiiC!?  8)'*nd  describes  the  present  state  of  markets  for 
recyclables  (Appendix  C),  but  does  not  suggest  ways  to  create  or 
improve  such  markets. 

These  descriptions,  while  useful  for  broad  informational 
purposes,  do  not  go  far  enough  toward  establishing  an  integrated 
waste  management  policy  for  the  County  in  upcoming  decades!  It 
is  the  responsibility  of  the  County  to  develop  and  implement 
major  waste  diversion  programs,  not  just  to  acknowledge  that 
possibilities  exist.   In  particular,  this  is  true  both  because  AB 
939  mandates  implementation  of  its  policies  now  (Pub.  Res.  Code 
Sec.  41792),  and  because  the  County  is  in  sore  need  of  effective 
waste  diversion  programs  if  there  is  indeed  an  impending  disposal 
capacity  shortfall.   The  fact  that  the  DPEIR  is  in  part  a  program 
DEIR  does  not  relieve  the  County  of  its  obligation  to  present  a 
viable,  specific  program  for  meeting  its  waste  diversion  goals. 

California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEOA) 

In  addition  to  its  failure  to  provide  adequate  consideration  of 
waste  diversion  measures,  the  DPEIR  also  fails  to  satisfy  the 
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to  the  specif i/new  lLS2S  it  Invasion"!  '"SPX,?!,*  Wh°le  °r 
analysis  of  impacts,    including  cumSS?^  Lnpadts     ^d°n^^S    • 
measures   is   deficient.      Since  the  DPEtr   rniSSf     lu  ligation 

proposed  integrated  waste  SnagemeS  system  till  X"  ^    • 
impacts   on   the   environment   --  oartiLfH?!?^  U   v*ve   significant 
development   of   new  landfills      par^?ularly  through   the 
compliance  with  CEQA  "  imPerative  that  there  be 


Inadequacy  of   thm  opptp   as   a   p^r,,'^ 


c5^?S \Sld"i3Kr*  iS  tC  Pr°Vide  a  =°*P«hensive, 
groundwork  tor  2^3lS0"S!g!^?5  plan  that  wil*  lay  *»   ' 
over  the  nex?  50  Vearsg     Tn  !?J"  W3Ste  grated  in  L.A.    County 
used  as  a  iS^^^^^STSS^^J!^^  *»  ** 

iSfSS:    SXPanSi0n  °f  6XiSti^  1-dfiLHnI  sitlnfof  new 

a5vantfgesdorusfLSatiSfy  itS  OWn  ofa3ectives,   however.      The 
opportunity  for  a  LL^F™  ?IR  are  that  ifc  Provides  an 

alLrna?iSsf?Ln  23d  S^SLf?"?1^*?1^  °f  *■*«*«  and 
EIR,    it  ensures   coJ5doraJ±£  of  }"  f  individual  project 

allows   a   lead  agency  to  con^o     =umuiatl7e  impacts,   and  it 
program-wide  aitSSiS  ™f nsider  broad  Policy  alternatives  and 
has   greater  fSxibaii?v  S^  ^k"  °arly  time  when  the  agency 
Sec.    15168(b)        The  CoJntv  S^.fiS  8Uch  iS8u"-      Guideline!,     T 
elements   of   its  p»gra^Si??r£?E  Sh°Uld  first  finalize  the 
assessed   the  CouSy^TIeSSl   2i?5        S"  "^   ProPerly 
desireable  „«,«  «*  ..J,    2*7  solld  waste  needs  and  the  most 

specif  ic'new^and?!  HS"roS?sg  ^ScS^S  '  "  V* , PUX8UeS 
landfills  be  considered  onJfas  a  la"  resort  Tf^doJLK" 
important  that  a  programmatic  EIR  adem^?^-  V     doubly 
programs,    including  wastTdiversion     ^         Y  develoP  alternative 

A-         Insufficient  An«1y«ig   of  MtPr„^-m. 

reviewing  agency  must  fuSTcmaldS  ?L?     environment,   a 
damaging  alternatives  prio?  £  aDo?ovin"te2V:Lr0ninen^lly- 
An  EIR  must  describe  a    "ranee  o^™^?18  ProPosed  Project, 
project,    or  to  th     lo  ati  f  1  ^le  alternatives  to  the 

attain  the  basic  objectives  of  S!  pr°5ect'   which  «>uld  feasibly 
comparative  ffit?J?SJ^gAS«a«ia^.tta 
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15126(d).   The  discussion  must  focus  on  alternatives  capable  of 
eliminating  any  significant  adverse  environmental  effects  or 
reducing  them  to  a  level  of  insignificance,  "even  if  these 
alternatives  would  impede  to  some  degree  the  attainment  of  the 
project  objectives,  or  would  be  more  costly."  Guidelines  Sec 
15126(d)(3).  wuxuexines  t>ec. 

The  DPEIR's  analysis  of  alternatives  is  clearly  deficient   The 
only  alternatives  considered  in  the  DPEIR  are  the  no  program 
alternative,  other  canyon  sites  (which,  with  the  exception  of 
Elsmere,  were  rejected  as  possible  sites  before  preparation  of 
the  DPEIR  due  to  seismic,  geological,  or  other  concerns),  and 
three  alternative  waste  management  technologies:  mixed  solid 
waste  composting,  transformation,  and  rail  transport  of  wastes 
for  disposal  out  of  the  county,  none  of  which  the  DPEIR  admits 
could  alone  meet  the  County's  solid  waste  disposal  needs. 

The  analysis  should  go  much  further.   For  example,  the  document 
should  consider  smaller  or  modified  operations  at  the  proposed 
landfill  sites,  as  well  as  different  combinations  of  programs. 
Again,  compliance  with  AB  939  could  significantly  influence  the 
range  of  alternatives  to  landfills.   Since  the  DPEIR  repeatedly 
states  that  waste  diversion  programs  will  not  significantly 
impact  the  environment,  it  should  focus  on  waste  diversion 
programs,  alone  and  in  combination  with  other  proposals  such  as 
rail  haul  or  limited  landfill  expansion,  as  possible 
alternatives.   The  DPEIR  should  also  consider  alternatives  which 
assume  greater  than  50  percent  waste  diversion. 

In  summary,  the  DPEIR  should  give  much  more  attention  to  possible 
alternative  means  of  addressing  the  county's  long-term  solid 
waste  dilemma,  particularly  since  the  report  does  not  provide 
enough  information  for  the  public  to  do  a  meaningful  comparison 
on  its  own  of  the  interrelational  impacts  of  the  proposed 
programs . 

B-    Inadequacy  of  impacts  and  Mitigation  Measures 

CEQA  requires  that  all  significant  effects  of  a  project  on  the 
environment  be  discussed  along  with  mitigation  measures  that 
could  minimize  significant  adverse  impacts.  Pub.  Res.  Code  Sec 
21100(a);  Guidelines  Sec.  15126(c). 

Even  from  the  standpoint  of  a  program  EIR,  the  DPEIR  is  deficient 
in  its  analysis  of  the  proposed  system's  environmental  impacts. 
First,  the  report  utterly  fails  to  analyze  either  the  local  or 
the  cumulative  impacts  of  expanding  existing  sites.  Despite  the 
fact  that  the  DPEIR  states  that  expansions  will  be  the  only  way 
to  offset  the  waste  disposal  crisis  in  the  interim  (five  to 
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seven-year)  time  period  it  win  t,va  <-„  w  • 

line,  the  DPEIR  contains  noSino  ™^o  ^""V^  land*ills  on 

site,  its  operational  and  per^S?  Ttltns     anS  f?3"^™   °f  each 

disposal  capacity.   The  DPETpIhh^*!   '  and  lts  remaining 

by  saying  that  none  ITist       ?t  S™^  emulative  impacts  only 

significant  impacts  will  flow  f"HL   assumed  that  no 

sites  simply  because  ^e/arl  EL^g^^IS 

cumulative  impacts,  and  must  «xL?n!  ™«  £?  the  a  Pro3ect's 

sets*  or  avoidi**  -5 ^uSSslts^^s^  The 

S^tiS^SoS* SegrlteTwa^e  °f  **"  "-^SS^ctTSf 
combination  of   ils  coSstitu^?  ^l     »*"*?•»•"*  system  or  of  any 
Many  direct  impacL  a?e  orediLf S^S "  •    T^!-iS  a  M^or  ^ssioiK 
quality,   traSc     LIV^  le'   including  impacts  on  air 

bp££°t!^ 

recrea?Sn  In  JhliEiS?  ^S^Tw^f!"  *  UPon  Poland  and 
upon  the  important  wiiSJlfe^a^Uld/e  **?  ««olativ«  impacts 
Santa  MonicrSStaSi  shoulS  m„d  .S^  ^  Santa  Susana  to  the 
converted  to   landfms?     Toiler     ElfmeVo0^  Ca^°nS  * 
are  all   located  in  close  n*™^  • Elsmere  and  Sunshine  canyons 
what  would  be  thi  cSmSlat!v!gf™Ph1^  P"*1?^  *°  °*e  another; 
developed  siSultaneSSslv?     "w^f^L*^  three  should  be 

ass  sss  ESasH?^^=s,2!  ass 

These  en,  other  .^L'confS.I.S •S'&SrS'S.'SEr - 

be  acco.pli.hed  lH  .ia**rprojictllR^roiXaC**'   "*V  ca?  . 
CEQA,   the  DPEIR  must  di.I»..PS  Sny  LaSs  SS  SlfSK  ""5 

SlrSee^cti!0"9  With  *■"« '—«-? iiVt'he  ttt.  to 
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2. 


Inadequacy  of  the  DPEIR  as  a  Project  etk 


In  addition  to  a  program  EIR,  the  DPEIR  is  also  evidently 
£212???  t°.bS  the  Pr°3ect  DEIR  f°r  each  of  three  proposed  new 
iS?""  "it!8-   As  with  its  analyses  at  the  program  level,  the 
level"  It ^ell^  C°mP  Y      CEQA  ±n  several  aspects  on  a  project 

First,  as  with  the  analysis  of  alternatives  provided  for  the 
program  aspect  of  the  DPEIR,  the  report  does  not  sufficiently 
consider  alternatives  to  the  specific  new  landfill  projects 
proposed.   As  discussed  above,  central  to  such  an  analysis  would 
i   5*e,effect  of  waste  diversion  programs  as  alternatives  to 
landfills.   In  addition,  the  DPEIR  should  look  at  the 
ramifications  of  reducing  the  operating  capacity  of  all  or  some 
of  the  landfills,  as  well  as  the  effect  of  combining  other 
activities  as  a  substitute  for  landfills,  including  waste 
diversion  programs  and  the  new  technologies  proposed  in 
Chapter  5. 

Second,  the  DPEIR  fails  to  propose  a  specific  mitigation 
monitoring  program  for  those  efforts  that  will  be  implemented  to 
mitigate  the  effects  of  the  three  proposed  new  landfills.   CEQA 
requires  agencies  which  identify  significant  impacts  in  an  EIR  to 
adopt  such  a  program  for  specified  mitigation  measures  in  order 
to  ensure  compliance  with  those  mitigation  measures  during 
project  implementation.   Pub.  Res.  Code  Sec.  21081.6. 

The  DPEIR  acknowledges  that  such  programs  are  required  under  CEQA 
(Page  4.3-14),  and  it  states  periodically  throughout  its  analysis 
of  impacts  and  mitigation  measures  for  each  of  the  three  new 
landfills  that  mitigation  measures  will  be  monitored  to  make  sure 
they  are  working.   Nevertheless,  the  report  gives  absolutely  no 
specifics  about  the  design  or  management  of  such  programs.   The 
public  therefore  has  no  assurance  that  the  programs  will  be 
feasible,  and  the  County  deprives  itself  of  the  benefits  of 
public  input  and  participation  in  the  monitoring  programs. 


Furthermore,  the  way  the  DPEIR  combines  program  and  project 
DEIRs  has  made  the  DPEIR  very  difficult  to  read  and  understand. 
This  contravenes  the  intent  and  requirements  of  CEQA,  which 
requires  EIRs  to  be  written  in  plain  language  and  in  a  manner 
that  can  be  understood  by  the  general  public.   Guidelines  Sees. 
15121(a)  and  15140. 
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SrrSfif?  ?f?M!  as* 

Rev.geta.ion  of  natural  hStSETI.  luSTTSSlSSS" ' 

S  III,'   h°™verl  d?e  i">  P»rt  to  the  long  ti»e  PeSola  reooited 
for  maturation   of   plant   snecies        Th»«      ?«t-  «,,».!ll  ??   required 

desCie^5le  ■**»"*«  --ure ^he ^tSLTS^SoSd*  " 
designed  in  advance  and  tested  if  possible.      InDut  fram  n^?,v 

Hit  r  l-pr -!  "L"™  ~  -  ^.^artSL 

to  mitigate  the  many  significant  impacts  identified  in  the  DPEIR? 

theanew'wdf??^cSSi??  ^   si9*ific"t  environmental  impacts  that 
the  new  landfills  will  create,  the  DPEIR  frequently  relies  on 
mitigation  measures  to  be  determined  after  completion  of  ?he  CEQA 

fdo^T^"^"-  ,ThiS  violat«  CEQA's  requirement  t£at        ° 
identification  of  specific  mitigation  measures  not  be  left  to 

thoUrLarnCy  discretion'  b"  discussed  and  scrutinized  during 
Ca?  Inn  Id  !!?CeSS-   fSundst»™  v  XW&X   Si  MSJ^SSiHQ    (1988)9202 
nnJ"™V   9^°   ThlS  ret^irement  guaraAtees  that  projects  do 
not  go  forward  as  proposed  if  there  are  feasible  mitigation 
measures  or  alternatives  available  to  reduce  the  project^ 
environmental  harm   if  feasible  mitigation  measures  or 

SiJSSS^'J!  lefV°  be  considered  after  the  DPEIR  is 
certified  and  the  project  approved,  this  goal  is  frustrated. 

As  the  Court  stated  in  Sundstrom  .• 

"A   study  conducted  after  approval  of  a  project  will 

Ev-n^?  iL  =rV  dioin^hed  influence  on  decision  making. 
Even  if  the  study  is  subject  to  administrative  approval,  it 
is  analogous  to  the  sort  of  post  hoc  rationalization  of 
agency  actions  that  has  been  repeatedly  condemned  in 
decisions  construing  CEQA. " 

(Id^.  at  358.) 

The  DPEIR 's  reliance  on  future  mitigation  measures  occurs 

d«^?£TKC£apteru4'  These  meas^es  should  be  designed  and 
described  before  the  DPEIR  is  certified  and  approved  for  the 
proposed  new  landfills.  ajj^uvea  im  tne 
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CONCLUSION 


The  California  Legislature  enacted  AB  939  so  that  local 
governments  would  find  ways  to  reduce  the  amount  of  solid  waste 
sent  to  landfills  throughout  the  state,  and  it  enacted  CEQA  in 
response  to  "a  growing  awareness  and  acceptance  of  the  natural 
environment  in  the  lives  of  [California]  citizens,  and  the  vital 
necessity  of  its  protection  and  preservation."   Citizens  for 
Quality  Growth  v.  City  of  Mount  Shasta  (1988)  198  Cal.App.3d  433 
43  7.   as  evidenced  by  the  examples  set  out  above,  the  DPEIR 
inadequately  addresses  a  number  of  significant  issues.  We 
believe  the  DPEIR  should  be  revised  or  supplemented  to  address 
the  issues  raised  by  the  Attorney  General  and  other  concerned 
parties,  and  recirculated  for  public  comment.  Absent  full 
compliance  with  AB  939  and  CEQA,  the  public  cannot  be  assured 
that  the  County  has  fully  and  accurately  considered  the  proposed 
integrated  waste  management  system's  potential  impacts  on  the 
environment  in  Los  Angeles  County,  as  well  as  less 
environmentally-damaging  alternatives . 

Very  truly  yours, 


JOHN  K.  VAN  DE  KAMP 
Attorney  General 

MARIA  DANTE  BROWN 
Deputy  Attorney  General 
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State  of  California 

Memorandum 


RSCfv.  • 

f'h'i  1  :,  {■ 


To 


Tarry  Lovelady 
State  Clearinghouse 
1400  10th  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 


environmental  Affairs  Agency 


«  »»-  '    ..  .  . 


Janet  Coke 

Sanitation  District  Ko.  2  of  Los  Anaeles  Co 
1955  Workman  Mill  Road  *ngeies  Co. 

Whittier,  CA  90601 


From 


D-  Smith.  Han: 


.  Manager 
vI<dcal  Planning  Division 
CALIPORNIA  IMT80RATED  WASTI  MAHAGBKEHT  BOARD 

Subject:  SCK#  ••fllMij  -  Draft  Program  Environmental  Impact  Report 
til  Si  KL?'  Integrated  solid  Waste  Management  System 
for  Los  Angeles  County,  Los  Angeles  County 

revlfSS^he^DP^  <Board>  6ta"  have 

r^^tessfe  tA0  ass  s^nSq 

?MrsvStf»Pai»it/n»Sh?rt5a11,  *"«*  •  tfMt«  managemeV  Intern? 
Source    reduction ^P«"*d, /"   "T   w»P°n«nts:       waste   diversion 

ResoSeereolf  Sir,*  j1*™*"*"*  *<*  of  1989,  as  codified  in  Public 
shf l?    «V«f!d     (PRC)  section  <0051  (a)  mandates  that  local  agencies 

local  agencies  maximize1  •S^.lblT.^IL^^USSiS* 

a;scuSsT0onsti;9a^?ions-  ,Each  co»p^.nt  of  ffsa  sass*; 

lo«l "gene?  in  orSer  K?  Pr^raaa  wh^h  may  be  undertaken  by  a 
capacity  and  to  mtl*  JL*™"  .'  »hortf*H  of  landfill  disposal 
MaSagement  Act.  requirements  of  the  Integrated  Wast. 

Staff  offer  the  following  comments: 

Waste  Divert  QT» 

Page  l-«  of  the  summary  of  the  DPEIR  includes  a  description 
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does  not  e£ur«  that  a  7-n  di„Verted  fron  l"«ilU.  "Hay- 
What  is  curr/ntlt  bein/ d„Pn°Sed^aKCti°n  Wl11  ba  *»Pl««.Sd. 
described  in  toe  VeiS?  «2t  lllli??**  °f  th<S  WaSte  '»•» 
for  i«pl«».nt.tlon  in  »•  ?e.r  future?*  prograns  are  Panned 

SSSffiMSfaa?  areas 

materia!,   CIh5|  ?•«!«     toat  •  BiiU^S^w*-1^  COVer 
that  cover  »»«-.ki!i         *.  w*te  "Stations  do  not  specify 

to  be  S«5  SSFiSi  ??st  bc  soi1'  only that  th«  »urli 

attract!^  of  vectors  ^"or aS^'V^1'  ener9ence  or 
landfill,  JJ  mSS;*^"!1  °C  fi"s  vlthln  the 
Attached  for  vour  ^ZLSVL'  !nd  excess  infiltration. 
•■Proesdn^.7  /-yf^  in'o">atlon  is  a  copy  of  the  Board's 

Cov:rMU.t.ri.li-an%fro?!  *"*»«2  •«  Alt.SaKve 
cover  is  site  soecific  %!«  9"en  WaSte  as  alternative 

separate  approvVlli  ?St  b^!^-.  pllot  StUdies  and 
approvals  must  be  obtained  for  each  landfill. 

and  indicafc*-  l*.Z  °  nMdod  *°*  these  waste  types. 

fromwtsles  at  land"n.Ba%r^18  *"  — "^  "l-KS* 

materials  being  diverted  d«  **tiiaate*  °*  quantities  of 
the  document    aiVertad  do  not  «PPear  to  be  included  in 
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substantiation  of  this  claim.  Verification  of  types  and 
quantities  of  wastes  diverted,  recycled,  and  composted  is 
requested. 

The  DPEIR  presents  a  general  Source  Reduction  program.  There 
is,  however,  no  schedule  for  actual  implementation  of  programs 
which  would  result  in  waste  diversion.  There  appears  to  be 
a  lack  of  specific  information  regarding  programs  which  are 
currently  being  implemented,  or  planned;  neither  is  there 
Identification  of  any  local  agencies  responsible  for  assuring 
-  actual  program  implementation. 

While  the  possible  establishment  of  buy-back  and  drop-off  cenl-ers 
are  considered  in  this  DPEIR,  it  appears  that  no  additional 
facilities  are  currently  being  planned  in  the  County,  unless 
undertaken  by  a  charitable  organization  or  a  collector.  It  would 
be  helpful  if  current  or  proposed  materials  recovery  programs  at 
document  Etati°n3  Vare  lnc^ed  in  the  subsequent  environmental 

Household  Hazardous  Waste 

Staff  request  that  an  estimate  of  quantities  of  household  hazardous 
k!?Z!  j?Fesen *  inw  tho,  vastestream  and  verification  of  quantities 
being  diverted  be  included  in  the  subsequent  environmental 
document.  Even  small  quantities  that  do  reach  the  landfills  are 
S?Li^?ly,t0„bC  e"«ctively  contained  within  surrounding  wastes 
SSSMiiiJ  hazardous  "ateriale  in  a  das.  ill  landfill  poses 
!?»??«  y /£°58a  envi«™»ental,  health  and  safety  impacts. 
fmoiLan?edfiti-„tha«i*  de.ficriPtion  <*  the  type,  of  programs  currently 
implemented  to  collect,  store  and  properly  dispose  of  household 

AtluliS*  VaSta3.  5*  includ«°  i"  theP  subsequlnt  environmen?" 
fn  H  JJfJ^J?  fulfilli"g  the  requirements  of  AB  939,  and 
tSuZS™"*11  document  prepared  which  is  associated  with 
identiJX?  S  exPansion  oi  *  «oli*  «a«t.  facility.  The  document 
identifies  the  proposed  Household  Hazardous  Waste  Days  for  1990. 

for  255  ?™n?ran%Pianned  should  be  identified,  end* an  scheSuie 

for  actual  implementation  included  in  the  document. 

Expansion  of  E»<«*lfrT  L&nAtillM 

ISsoiSSw  „indlcates  ,that  «xpansion  of  existing  landfills  is 
caoacitv  y  £^,*n  ,**  A  °rder  to  avert  *  ■hortf.il  in  disposal 
inSSd?;2u«  w/A1.3^  ^^considered  for  expansion  in  this  DPEIR 
pClnte  Hill.  ^h«f?'^Bradley  West'  ^i^ita  Canyon,  Lopez  Canyon, 
„.;.K|K11;'  Scholl  canyon,  and  Sunshine  Canyon.   Boards  staff 

Hch  landa?liaPP/^Pri*<ta  envi"n»ental  document,  be  prepare!  for 
each  landfill  expansion,  and  compliance  with  the  California 

and  comment         ^  ***  *****   «•"*"*"»■•  for  agency  review 


mmmmms 
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Establishment  of  Mow  LandfH]g 

Blind  Canyon,  Mission-Rustic-Sullivan  Canyons,  and  Towsley  Canyons 
are  the  three  preferred  sites  indicated  in  the  DEIR.  A  rail  haul 
project  to  an  out  of  county  site  (Eagle  Mountain)  is  discussed  in 
the  Alternatives  section  of  the  DPEIR. 

Maximum  Daily  Tonnages 

The  document  indicates  that  the  maximum  daily  tonnage  for 
Blind  and  Towsley  Canyons  would  be  16,500  tons  per  day. 
Mission  Canyon  would  receive  6,000  tons  per  day  and  Rustic- 
Sullivan  Canyons  would  receive  16.500  tons  per  day.  Are  the 
tonnage  figures  for  each  site  considering  quantities  of  wastes 
requiring  disposal  and  wastes  to  be  diverted? 

Waste  Types  to  be  Raeaived 

Waste  types  which  would  be  accepted  as  indicated  on  page  1- 
17  of  the  DEIR  include  putrescible  and  non-putrescible  solids 
semisolid  wastes,  wet  garbage,  trash,  refuse,  paper,  rubbish, 
inert  ashes,  dewatered  sewage  sludge,  industrial  wastes 
construction  and  demolition  wastes,  abandoned  vehicles  and 
parts  thereof,  discarded  home  and  industrial  appliances 
manure,  vegetable  or  animal  solid  and  semisolid  wastes,  and 
°w.5  discafded  wastes.   No  hazardous  wastes  or  materials 
which  contain  materials  which  must  be  managed  as  hazardous 

!£!!i2*dJ?».t?!£?  VMc^  ,contaiB  •«*«*!•  constituents  which 
could  degrade  water  quality  would  be  accepted. 

What  is  the  anticipated  quantity  for  each  waste  type,  at 
each  facility?  Information  regarding  the  origins  of 
ashes,  sludges  and  industrial  wastes  is  requested.  In 
addition,  staff  request  verification  of  the  non-hazardous 
nature  of  these  wastes.  What,  specifically,  are 
semisolid  wastes?  what  are  the  potential  adverse 
environmental  impacts  associated  with  each  waste  type? 

It  is  stated  on  page  l-i  of  the  Summary  and  2-14  of  the 
Introduction  that  the  evaluation  of  the  potential  new 
sites,  as  presented  in  this  document,  would  contain 
sufficient  evaluation  to  initiate  the  permitting  process 
on  one  or  more  sites. 


I 


X?in«T  ilTlSXui1  H^d?d  i"  the  docu»«*  *«  specific  landfill 
Hit  £,.«»  *,H  but  -laclcs  tech"ical  data  to  support  any  claim 
E  R^uf!**^1*  b\no  further  CEQA  co»P"»nc  naceffary.  Appandil 
Ls  aXK.-  ?  Requirements  for  Sanitary  Landfills  (Class  III)  and 
Erf*,^ "?•*••  County  Sanitation  Districts  Design  Criteria  includes 

ItTo1  V  ^a brHi,ir*Mn,t\  SVPUlated  ,ln  Title*  »  «i  and  SSI 
lit    v    Tables  1-4,  1-5,  1-6  comprise  a  generic  list  of  imDacta 

Jn1^"    tfflST*.?  X?  ^^  StudiM^  llltiitiS  V»  3SS 

in  these  tables  as  well,  however,  there  is  no  substantiation 
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provided  which  assure  that  mitigations  listed  would  reduce 
potential  impacts  to  a  level  of  insignificance.  Without  the  actual 
datg  which  would  verify  or  lend  support  that  any  of  the  sites  could 
be  used  for  land  disposal  of  wastes.  Board  staff  could  not  deem 
this  document  adequate. 

In  addition,  Chapter  4,  "Environmental  Setting,  Impact  Analysis, 
and  Mitigation  Heasures";  Geology,  Soils  and  Water  Resources, 
section  4.2.1  indicates  that  the  discussion  pertaining  to  impacts 
and  mitigation  measures  associated  with  various  geologic,  soil,  and 
water  resources  issues  are  general  in  content.  This  infers  that 
additional  environmental  review  would  be  necessary  for  any  future 
specific  waste  diversion  projects. 

CHAPTER  3   XHTRODOCTIOH 

The  Introduction  provides  an  overview  of  the  existing  solid  waste 
management  system,  which  involves  public  and  private  refuse 
collection,  public  and  private  operation  of  solid  waste  facilities 
multiagency  regulation  and  regional  versus  local  considerations.' 

3!^1!Sfiii,*CUrr*ntl!l  *CCept  approximately  14.7  million  tons  per 
XI  4<47/000  t0nS  per  day'  based  on  •  «  day  vork  week).  Page 
2-5  indicates  that  by  1992,  a  shortfall  6400  tons  per  day  in 
disposal  capacity  would  occur  if  aggressive  waste  diversion 
d?!I£ihl«  "™  Jl  implemented.  The  Solid  Waste  Action  Plan 
described  on  Page  2-6  describes  recommendations,  none  of  which 

r~?dfnM,?CtUally  i"»1«"Bt  w«st«  diversion  programs  other  thaS 
residential  source  separation  and  green' waste  recovery  programs. 

SXiUiS  2*4,1-.w°".  page  2"8  discusse.  solid  waste  generation 
projections.  The  document  states  that  solid  waste  generated  withiS 

S8nMM.ty  *USt  i5*  *»»«"•*.  and  it  is  difficult  to  estimate 
So"  at  £L°J -WaSte  CU"MVy  being  diverted  from  landfill  disposal 
exIsKno  ilT.i  2*3*  facllitiea«  A"  a«»uaption  is  made  that  the 
existing  level  of  diversion  ranges  from  10  to  25  percent  of  the 

tlltl  «■?*  ?«nc5ate?-t  *»  verification  of  Sis  of  this  assu^S 
KSful  7? ■^SLJSS.JS  °ffered  in  tti«  document.  It  would  be 
assumption?  eubstantlation  were  provided  which  supports  this 

JhrouahO»aSte>,.9a£er\tl0n  studle«  which  have  been  conducted 
neceslar^  f or  !n  C?Y  <  W^ld  SUpply  «««*lt«tiv«  information 
rif^of-^  £5  *P  determination  of  wastes  generated,  diverted  and 
?°^-  .8t*",»!J«t  that  descriptions9 and  results  of  ."dies 
performed  be  included  any  subsequent  environmental  document? 

CHAPTER  1   PROJECT  DESCRIPTIOH 

Waste  Diversion 

?SJS!ftHDVctiptlon  Provides  an  overview  of  the  proponents' 
lis?9foa«  _Waf5e  «a"age»ent  SysteIB-  **•  description  include,  a 
list    (page  3-1)    of  conceptual   activities  which  comprise  the  waste 
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diversion  component.  Page  3-2  states  that  the  DEIR  presents  a 
menu  of  waste  diversion  programs  which  sojild  be  implemented 
throughout  the  County  to  meet  AB  939  requirements.  The  Project 
Description  does  not  present  any  information  regarding  actual 
implementation  or  any  of  these  programs. 

Page  3-7  begins  a  discussion  of  programs  "that  can  be  effective  in 
enhancing  consumer  education  and  awareness".  What  specific 
consumer  awareness  programs  are  to  be  implemented,  and  what  are 
their  respective  timelines  for  commencement? 

When  specifically,  will  the  instructional  units  on  the  environment 
for  grades  K  through  6  be  developed?  Is  this  the  only  educational 
program  planned?  It  would  be  helpful  if  recycling  bins  for  qlass 
aluminum  and  paper  were  installed  at  all  schools.  Initiating  waste 
reduction  and  recycling  education  and  practice  in  schools  promotes 
the  development  of  environmentally  responsible  behavior  at  an  earlv 
age .  J 

Page  3-12  of  the  DEIR  indicates  that  recovery  of  recyclable 
materials  is  accomplished  in  a  variety  of  ways  from  numerous 
enterprise  collectors.  These  ways  are  not  described.  It  is 
f^rt!??5  s5at?d'  "Due  to  this  arrangement,  it  is  very  difficult  to 
identifY  businesses  that  ara  "gregating  and  recycling  materials, 
and  little  is  known  about  the  quantities  of  materials  currently 
being  diverted  from  landfill  disposal.  It  is  reasonable  to  assume 
that  many  commercial  businesses  generating  significant  quantities 
howovJI  le  natarlala  are  in  *»ct  recovering  and  recycling  them. 
™?~«  i,'«  .*  5,  ,can  alao  ba'  assumed... that  many 
commercial/industrial    businesses   do    not    recover    their 

r!^S!bi""*;lt-"hOUl.d  *lfio  be  noted  that  companies  that  do 
relative^*  fill  d°  f°  lf  the  aconomic  condition,  are  such  that  a 
receiied\"        P  the  6eareaated  material  will  be 

3«iS  discuss  ^"appears  to  based  upon  assumption.  staff 
request  quantification,  regardless  of  the  difficulty  in 
obtaining  verifiable  data,  in  order  to  correctly  assess  the 
an5  2J2T ta  diY*rsion/«cycling  activities,  cities,  counties 
assumptions.  Z°     "ly  Up°"  factual  data»   not 

I-JiMW.»tV«i!rC«fry/?d  Processln3  Facilities  discussion  on  Page 
3-is  identifies  materials  recover  and  processing  facilities  as  a 

a°aSPti^esa0ft0matiVrS  "VV*  "*"  V°Uld  li^  to  point  out  ILl 
ErpliS>g   rftr"c^baVengl:ePprtOCCS"d  "  ""*   <aCilitiaa  «»" 

TMcrf^nLaSSUmeS  V  Percent  Per  year  growth  rate  for  the  County. 
o;ith5iTrowt5iPrate.t0  ^  "llghtly  ^  Sta"  «**"*  verification 

Expansion  of  Existing  Landfills 
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Expansion   of   Azusa   Western.    Bradlev  uoc.      «-*,<—. j..      -, 

S5SS35  ^%^l:«^H™i^lM 

New  Landfill.   (Blind  Caayoa,  Tovslav  e>B«aK   w<..<  —  .  ... 
Sullivan  canyons)  "waiey  canyon,  Mission-Rustic- 

(page  3-43:   Wast.  Discharge  Requirements* S  «et "9f 2S £"*.?*?• 

mentioned .  Environmental  control  f «tur-e  .«*  i  <  I?1}1**.  "*eds  are 
discussed  in  the  Deip  wfA. raatuJe*are  listed  and  generally 
following:  **    The"  con*">l  measures  include  the 

f 

I  Groundwater  Protection  System     '' 
Surface  Wat.r  Protection  Sy.t.m 

$£SKS  zxrzssusss?  ■* "- eontro1  ■!— ^ 

Visual  Access  Control  Measures 
Dust  Control  Measures 
Litter  Control  Measures 
Noise  Control  Measures 
Vector  Control  Measures 
Fire  Control  Measures 

SSrigtiS  ofTball?1  SYPtfm-  t  Pa*«  3-50  include,  a 
co^"i?inrof  passiv.  arnd*Y^7«Which  WOUld  be  «*»»tructsd, 
component  consists  of  SS^fS^.  co»Ponent«-  Th«  passive 
which  inp^da  ?ne  now  Qf  rf™«/b',ltonite  6Ubs«rfac«  barriers 
that  th.« «  is  'lthTr  .  hfJs°n  v*^«-  «»i»  ■tst.m.nt  infers 
these  sit.sf  or  that  fch-Kft  '""ndwater  tabl.  existing  at 
stream  at  'the  botLJ  5  l*,.*"  •Phe3ae«i  0*  intermittent 
landfilled  Staff  ««?..?'  ,?•  cany°ns  ^ch  are  to  be 
specific  data  reg"d?no  "lif  ■P*ciflc  ^"logic  data,  and 
incorporated  into  Jh.!,^,^!"  stru<*".s  would  be 
indicates  that  the  trUlfB/  WStWr''  The  document 
feet  into  the  bedrock  %£  Ul1 b*,  ke/ed  a  »ini»«»  of  five 
determined  by  a  California  SStSffi  d?Pth  ,0f  *«*  ViU  be 
registered  geologist  a.  Loav?ifif^?in!iering  geologist  or 
»*      *«yisi  as  excavation  proceeds  based  upon  site 


.I.IJ.n.l.MI.M.M.M.M.I.I.JJ 
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specific  features.  The  project  description  does  not  provide 
data  to  support  the  assumption  that  the  measures  described  in 
this  document  would  be  sufficient  to  protect  groundwater 
quality  of  any  of  the  proposed  landfill  sites. 

There  is  no  data  pertaining  to  groundwater  quality  or 
gradients.  The  discussion  on  page  3-50  states  that  design  of 
the  extraction  and  monitoring  wells  would  be  based  on  site 

outnnin  4<;°Il<lJ:inna'^andfcVOUld  follow  aPPli"ble  methods 

outlined  in  the  Department  of  Health  Services  Decision  Tree 

.  Manual.   Where,  specifically,  are  the  wells  to  be  located? 

I  Board  staff  request  that  such  site  specific  groundwater 
mitigation  measures  be  thoroughly  discussed  in  a  subsequent 

'  environmental  document.  ,WI 


I 


Suxtflce.  .Water,  The  discussion  pertaining  to  protection  of 
surface  waters  on  page  3-53  includes  generic  mitigation 
measures  such  as  ditches,  pipelines,  drainage  benches,  and 
interim  drainage  structures.  It  would  be  helpful  if  a 
description  of  how,  specifically  these  measures  would  be 
designed  for  each  potential  landfill  sit®  ware  included  in  the 
document. 

In  addition,  staff  request  information  regarding  the  "modified 
5M  £J°*?~  1  X"  f°Und  fn  th«  Hvdrolaov  M„n„»-|  (pag.  3_ 
?fiii«*«  to  design  precipitation  and  drainage  control 
facilities.  What,  specifically,  ia  this  formula,  and  how  does 
iiv  ?P%*  2* Protectlon  °*  surface  .water,  of  each  potential 
«?!J.ii^?«5  requeSt  that  site  specific  isohyetal  maps  and 
lit  A<i  £L  %  ln,cluded  in  *"y  subsequent  document.:  How 
I»*  .  ,  j   cliaracteri»tics,  land  use  patterns,  acreage,  and 

of  £hp«C^h?rfCterf Stics  0t  •**  8it«  considered  in  design 
of  these  containment  structures? 

Sr«wJly;  tt"<  P5»tectio"  **<»  control  measures  described  in  the 
Project  Description  are  generic  to  basic  landfill  sitino 
i S ™f  ? im,  *n,d  /P*""0"'  »nd  are  somewhat  repetitive  of  th4 


CHAPTER. FOUR  ENVIRONMENTAL 

MITIGATION   MEASURES 


SETTING,       IMPACT      ANALY8IS,       AND 


Vaste  Diversion 

Saf™8  *nd  "nln9  requirements  for  potential  waste  diversion 
station^'  w\*.V8t^lll8ha*nt  ot  curbfid.  collections,  dJS"?? 
lescrfcld.      ^  *  «nt.rs,    and  material   recovery   facilities^  III 

tanduse  Issues  Pertaining  to  Landfills 

rt?dv"tPtoTh.n9fiiPtfniCi?^nd  land  UM  jurisdiction,  that  are 
relevant  to  the  siting  of  the  potential  landfills   are  described. 
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hliRirH  "ndisturb«d,  and  are  th«  last  major  pieces  of 
habitat  in  the  Santa  Monica  Mountain..  CEQA  requires ,  that  f 
irrlveSiM*1^  °f  Short  tern  «oonomic  gaiii i  v«Ss  SnSlr. 
J^TEw  i  ?d  irretrievable  impact  be  conducted fSx 
instil  llJ?Ctl0\,15126  (*>  **<«>.  Based  on  landuSe" 
1«25?m  ^5*,  ^"V0",  the  aPP"priatenesS  of  this  arei  f« 
landfill  development  without  further  environmental  review 

2tiSit^°?hSi1$U  T??ei?tly  h"  becone  incorporated.  How  will 

associated  with  this  administrative  tradition  be  Incited  in 
the  subsequent  environmental  documents.  included  in 

Sasloqy,  Soils  and  Water  Resources 

H3 ste  Diversion 

The  document  indicates  for  waste  diversion  projects  on  page 

and  appropriate  environmental  document  for  each oroler*  lZZ 
comply  fully  with  CEQA.        «cu««rc  ror  eacn  project,  and 

landfill  Expansion  and  alt<n7 

subchapter  15  requirements  standard  minimum  requirements  to  protect 
exte^Tv^^01^^  *»"**.  «*<*  do  not  preclude  toe  nSed?or 
o?::i}?;r:£h:P£"e   analySi*  °f  tt«  *h*»ical  characteristic! 

General  Requirements,  impacts  and  Mitigations 
Landfill  Settlement 

™o36m^;2'^  in?icatc»  that  failure  of  natural  slopes  and 
•  landf i??  %^Se  ,lopes  fould  hava  a  s«riou»  i»P*ct  on  ?he 

•'     ^  f  H>-s"  4M«s^  s&sr 


i 


si 


Groundwater  and  Surface  Water 

SSoV52ti,!SSS?"?Utifactor"   •«*«**    «hall    include, 
of  "nde  iy^na^oll.    X^V  *•*****&**  *nd  transmissivity 

Geologic      investigations      for      each      «4*.      «>,<^k         jj 
determination   of  potential  ^ver^impa"^  -hSSf  hate" been" 


dc  jo)  m  i  ;_55 


Blind  Canyon 

Porter  Ranch  and  other,  are  lltllZ   Fa"8/^ndian  Springs  and 
that  approximately  aa  «0t-^by* ,  Tha  docuae"t  indicates 

landfill  site.   The  site  i»   i<*S«P  A   »5  th-  ""y0"  "  a 
Corr(dn.  <r,-,7i  .        e  ls  within  the  Rin  of  the  Vallev 

unaer  cn«  Mountains  Recreation  Conservancy  Authority. 


I 


-:■:■: 


Tows ley  Canyon 

InWSladdi?iTn    e'   lirectly  ^jacent  to   an   established  SEA 

Stahliehi    i'A«       "ta      Konica      K«^tains      Conservancy  hts 

pro^osef  site  5  anTLvf    *V*lw*    "    th«    «nt"nce    «  t! 

Woodlands      ««t. Part        ^e?    5°    «stab"sh    >    6000  acre 

Hi as ion  -  Rustic  -  Sullivan  Canyons 

di.PpesVl!n  TheMiareia0n-i?tHy0,n  *V  foraerly  »"*  *«  wast, 
proximity  of  rLid!^^6^  for  lan<"iUin9  i«  within  close 
it    does    not    appeal that   tJff*^"      F°r  ***•  "aSon  alone< 

potential  devPePieopi.Satfo^il.VtV  S2LS  appr°Priata  '« 
potential     public     opposition     t«     *1i P  "^V,.    vIn     vl8W     of 

coastal     sage     .enib    olan?     ™      ?5f tiVe  dry  chaPP«ral  and 

watersheds      vhi<Sh™sU«££?       """wnfti-s     and     self     contained 

'    WIllch  suPP°rt   native   flora  and   fauna.      They  are 
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included  as  part  of  t«Vf  ._j 

*         or  text,  and  vera  omitted. 


:« 


fe?t"  «rlAgV7^t"rItP!0t-ctl0»    8*st«™    1-   describe    in    the 

the  groundwater  JrotlrtKS- «'  r"1**  ^  ProPon«nt  *»  ba.Kj 
which Thave  ^rBa4ittTesta^iX^^lthOt0l0ly  °n  P™jectl 
Landfills,  and  SpadVa  JjS^i,  ^  .^'"H  Hllls'  Cala"asas 
contained  in  th.  text  U  h.lofui  ft?  5°-9h  the  inf 0™*tion 
need  to  conduct  site  specific  inveAi^3  n0t  Preclud«  the 
it  appears  that  the  geoloaic  ™?f»tt atio,n8-  In  addition. 
Mission  Canyon  E1R  in'iSM  i.  SSST^S,  (,Paga  4-2"13)  for 
MissIon-Rustic-SulUvan  lindJ?!!      *5  f°r   the   Potential 

evaluation  were  included  VI 11 U  •**•••  It  would  be  helpful 
that  BoarS  staff  can £tami«??r.?°CUBent  ,M  an  APP^»dlx  so 
any  new  landfill  St,       »*e  lta  aPP™Priateness  for  use  on 

not  KeludI  «"  pertinen  }  SEES  W*  la,  10  years  old  "J 
necessary  to  ^S^lS^S&^SSS^^  "M,W  *' 

Geology  and  Soils 
Blind  Canyon 

so?ls°ofnthe  i'Jli^r63  *******  discussion  on  the  geology  and 

«S5*n.S5  "°  Sol™*.",'  ""ii."  hav«  b""  "«tizl.d  vlthln  th. 
<pe«  "2-221  in  *^'  ev"enc«  «  "°"  creep  "id  .lumping 
noted  bL.d  oi  .Vl  n°"h«rn  P»rt  of  the  site  have  been 
statei  tMt  d«.?li5  ".""""i"™-  The  document  farther 
conducted  trior  to  ,■,,  l0pe  ?tabll"Y  analyl.  ahould  be 
oeaeur.'"  E!TJ"lS8cS2'£'Z"  4*£&     e^reH**"0" 

eseskst  js  •—".  •«  "tha't*  ■ssssa 

reccmenoatlone.      stiff  not.  th',f ^        ?        co"'lr"       ">• 
the  document   i,   -JSS^^^S&^SJ^S^Sff   " 

d™t.i\°,?^\d*t6V7r.^d%S.r"U*.!ir.  *««-*»*-•«. 

a      Plan      vould      iffiSST  ££*  iSStfiTB"^^ 


I 


bSstsTk  fJr"^r2rlfiic.di2lnag#^M  is  "^^  * 

been  completed  to  dito.)..  «  *  specific  studies  have  not 
appears  ft T  would Se  n.ce?«ai  SrJSES'yV/  structures,  it 
review  of  the  sit ^  SSary  to  ce"<luct  further  environmental 

Tows ley  Canyon 

The     document     6tatas     on     4  2-31     *■*,*■     .     j  *. 

2JhftS?*^^"   "v*   indicat«  whether   sit*   specific   slco* 

environmental  document.  Included     in    the     subsequent 

compYe^d"    Jesuits" ^ffi?  groundwater    studies   have    been 
on  J  2-32     onLA     included  in  the  document.     As  stated 

Although  oil  is  imSscJbL  JiS  water  I  o?^n?l*wl€y  Cr6^' 
decomposition  of  th«»  «n 1    u        w ar*r»  *  potential  for  organic 

constituents  oScurs?  "  "ntaCt  with  6olv«*«  or  organic 

Mission  Canyon 

sotls°oCf  Th^Mi^"^3   °"  Paga   4-2"3*    «»t    the  geology   and 

pr.pared  in  mofTSf/'JSSJ  Sat^i^0"  CW,5DB  FR 
portion  of  the  ptb  Kfl  7  "quest  that  the  geology  and  soils 
P  rT;ion  or  the  EIR  be  included  as  an  Appendix  of  this  E1R.   . 

ESoTrXXT  ^ntlSZ^f  ^^  *»-«*  *»  having  long 
failures       which    „1P  """J1  V»H«YS,   which  influence  soil 

aaaltL'n,'  the'focurntTnXaJes^^VerH  S^'H'  *" 
^r  slumps,    slides  and  crl^ol^S*  Sfifffi!"*1'1 


il^^ 
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As  Mission  Canyon  had  a  prior  use  as  a  landfill,   staff  request 
data       regarding       background       groundwater       oualitv       dttt 
Groundwater   quality  monitoring  Studies   a^   rlsult?  are   Sot 
oTvoc^s  viV^l1*'    Jhe  docu*ei*  •**.  that  low  levels 

JSSMl"ffl^."^  >*  ^Cluded\naanyt;ubseSnftf 

SUSS"?^  SVteS  th*t  low  level  of  voc'«  ve«  consistently 
«f  *S  ed  *n  »U-faCe«.Water  durin*  initial  sampling.  Regard  ess 
inc?uLd  in  S^deteC\edJ  sta"  r«^est  ****  labo«torygdat a  be 
contaSnatinon?e  "^  dOCUnent'      "*"«  ls   th*  so«"«  °<  thS 

The  document  states  that  a  drainage  plan,  including  design 
a  tliV  S  be,i)r*i!aJ*d  prior  t0  8ite  development.  Such 
structures  f  .?£""**<  ♦f^111?  loc«ions  Of  drainage 
SSS  ef.V/  /  slte;sPecific  drainage  plan  is  requested  by 
Board   staff   for  review.      if  site   specific   studies  have   not 

SSLET??^  deterain«  the  locations  of  st  "ctures,!t 
rev!ew%fttWh0eUl,ditea.neCeSSary  t0  CdndUCt  further  environmental 

Rustie-Sullivan  Canyons 

oreDfr^h^Ti^10*1169^81*1^9  ^ology  and  soils  report  was 
ShicS  w-,  £.J  f»fP»»*i«i  in  1990.      is  this  the  same  report 

sPecif!S  P  *E5?  BS^TOWSlay  C*nyon?    Ar"  thesa  "P°rts  »"« 

s i«  Sp^rfn'Sfvs^8"* that  **■ raport  be  inciuded 

llllLCV&lla  »"  characterized  in  the  document  as  having  long 
on  I  Z-Ii dS!4  Td  !tee?  Sifed  vall«y«-  The  document  Jtatel 
fotmltion.  £  »  determination  of  rippability  of  the  bedrock 
Zl~Z ,  ?  ,  these  '  canyons  was  conducted  usino  seismic 
!2&£  Betnhod»-  Board  staff  request  a  £,cr!PHon  of  JhT 
d;tJ™!n!!y;n^B%Sad^n  th*  re8ultao'  «»i.  analysis,  it  SI 
al  nfLred  *h,at,  for  the  nofit  Part'  "tiriiH  can  be  excavated 
or  oleltl?  San'  ""^^ional  equipment.  However,  at  deptS 
6Deci»ii«5  It ?  "!  feet'  th-  d°cuaent  indicates  that 
specialized  equipment  or  methods  may  be  required    This 

So  Lw  i',^ue"wMy  be  som*  ^ineering  considerations. 

wlc^Ude  landiif/   ^  bee"  id,enti««d  at  these  canyoSI 

nSrtt^iSSH^'  apparently  pose  the  greatest  risk  with 

or  flooes  durint  tlal  conftruf?ion  activities.   Undercutting 

These  ^5Lf !?£*.? hafonst^o*i°n  bhase  may  cause  landslides? 

described  In  thf71°Paen.t  "dements  should  thoroughly 
nescnoea  in  the  document.    Impacts  associated  with  \ti 

fradir?.?nd  oonstruction  of  this  facilifj  luch  as  trVffS 

SSI  cuill;^"633'  ?U?t'  noi"'  flo«  and'fau^a,  and  surf  c4 
water  quality  are  not  included  in  this  document,  and  sho uld 
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be  incorporated  into  the  next  environmental  document. 

The  document  does  not  indicate  whether  site  specific  slope 
stability  studies  have  been  cbnducted.  Staff  request 
information  regarding  potential  impacts  and  mitigations  which 
are  associated  with  soil  stability,  slumping,  and  general 
slope  failure.  Preliminary  studies  require  subsequent  site- 
specific  investigations.  The  document  alludes  to  specific 
guidelines  developed  for  cut  slopes.  Specific  slope 
stabilization  techniques  during  and  after  grading  should  be 
included  in  the  subsequent  environmental  document. 

According  to  "available  data"  (page  4.2-43)  groundwater 
testing  indicates  that  groundwater  was  found  at  a  depth  of  19 
feet,  but  not  "in  sufficient  amounts  to  obtain  a  sample".  A 
sufficient  minimum  sample  size  is  80  milliliters,  with  0 
headspace  in  the  container.  This  is  not  a  large  amount  of 
water,  and  this  volume  allows  for  duplication  of  analyis. 
Regardless  of  the  amounts  of  water  encountered,  it  would 
appear  that  preliminary  sampling  should  have  been  conducted. 
In  addition,  how  specifically  is  water  quality  to  be  protected 
if  groundwater  is  found  at  shallow  depths?  The  document 
indicates  that  groundwater  was  identified  at  a  natural  spring 
located  1/4  mile  south  of  the  Sullivan  Canyon  Study  Area. 
How,  specifically  is  current  water  quality  to  be  maintained 
and  protected? 

How  is  washout  and  runoff  going  to.be  prevented  during  heavy 
rainstorms?  The  document  indicates  that  these  canyons  drain 
into  the  Pacific  Ocean.  How  is  surface  runoff,  which  has  the 
potential  for  4000  cfs  (page  4.2-46)  and  leachate  to  be 
prevented  from  outfall  into  the  ocean?-  How  is  ocean  water 
quality  to  be  protected  from  potential  discharge  from  upstream 
large  scale  landfill  developments? 

Biological  Resources 

The  document  states  that  there  would  be  cumulative  impacts  to 
biological  resources.  This  includes  loss  of  wildlife  habitat 
associated  with  removal  of  SEA  designation,  combined  with  the 
loss  of  oak  trees,  riparian/wetlands  habitat,  native 
grasslands,  and  other  foraging  habitats.  Impacts  could  be 
regionally  significant.  Although  mitigation  measures 
discussed  in  the  document  include  enhanced  areas  which  may  be 
suitable  for  alternative  habitat,  this  action  would  not 
eliminate  the  adverse  impact  of  a  het  loss  of  SEA  designation. 
I  J  «T  *™y  CorPs  of  Engineers  and  California  State 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  should  be  contacted  for 
information  regarding  agency  specific  requirements. 

Traffic 


individual  traffic  studies  and  analyses,   along  with  a 
discussion  of  impacts  and  mitigations  for  each  site  should  be 
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included  in  the  subsequent  environmental  document. 

Landfill  Gas,  Odor 

The  document  indicates  that  each  site  would  have  a  landfill 
gas  collection  and  control  system.  Staff  requests  that  site 
-  specific  plans  for  installation  of  these  systems  be  included 
in  the  subsequent  document.  The  basic,  non-specific  system 
for  control  of  landfill  gas  and  odor  appears  to  be  thorough 
and  informative. 

Board  staff  are  concerned  with  Collection  and  disposal  of 
landfill  gas  condensate.  How  is  this  liquid  to  be  managed? 
How  often  is  it  to  be  analyzed  for  hazardous  constituents? 

Due  to  close  proximity  to  the  Southern  California  Gas  Aliso 
Field  Natural  Gas  storage  facility,  and  to  residents,  what 
specific  mitigation  measures  will  implemented  in  the  event 
that  landfill  gas  concentration  reach  explosive  limits? 

■ 

|  Air  Resources 

i 

k  Mitigation  measures  for  each  proposed  landfill  site  should  be 

•;  consistent  with  the  Air  Quality  Management  Plan  for  the  South 

~  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District  (SCAQMDJ ,  to  assure  that 

ambient  air  quality  levels  are  not  degraded.  Conformance  is 

discussed  in  the  document. 

Noise 

Noise  studies  should  be  included  in  this  EIR.  The  findings 
?«!i  *>»«»"**»  WwOPlIS,  however,  the  studies  are  not 
included  «or  staff  review.  Potential  operation  of  any  of  the 

SS?«f!J  landffn*  is  "quired  to  be  within  the  local  noise 
ordinance  requirements. 

raeility  Operation  and  Maintenance 

fo^4?^Sa^1*nt*ienvi,ron,n8nt^1  document  should  fully  describe 
I?atiifn^r«t1°^1.*tandarda  for  »*int:*inlng  California 
fuS  mJiri^?  Standards.  This  includes  but  is  not  limited  to 
and  ,a?atv  w,!f  du'*  C£nt*?1'  vm<*or  "ntrol,  employee  health 
^I'llt  y'  wasteload  checking,  odor  control,  aesthetics,  site 
security,  emergency  response  plans,  equipment  maintenance. 

CONCLUSION 
CEQA  Compliance 

nro?r?mar.  fcl-  nl^A  1,aad  agancy  to  <*»™cterize  the  overall 
program  as  the  project  being  approved  at  a  specific  time. 

This  document  allows  the  lead  agency  to  examine  the  overall  effects 
of  the  proposed  project  and  consequential  course  of  action 


.•■-.■■•■■■•.■■  ■■■■•.•-•.• 
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undertaken    so    as    to   avoid  unnecessary   environmental    effects    for 
that  proposed  project. 

in   this    case,    a   program  EIR   is  not  sufficient   according  to   CEQA 
statutes  and  guidelines.      Under  CEQA  statute  15168    (a) ,    a  program 
EIR   is  defined  as: 
>. 

£n  EIR  which  may  be  prepared  on  a  Series  of  actions  that  can 
be  characterized  as  one  large  project  and  is  related  either 


2] 
3) 


-y- 


Geographically; 

A  logical  portion  of  the  chain  of  contemplated  events; 

in  connection  with  the  issuance  of  rules,  regulations, 

plans  or  other  general  criteria  to  govern  the  conduct  of 

a  continuing  program,  or 

As  individual  activities  carried  out  under  the  same 

authorizing  statutory  or  regulatory  authority  and 

having  generally  similar  environmental  effects  which  can 

be  mitigated  in  similar  ways. 


However,  the  project  in  question  merely  fulfills  one  of  these  four 
criteria,  geographically  (15168  (a),  1): 

All  projects  are  located  in  California. 

The  program  EIR  fails  as  an  adequate  environmental  document  for 
this  project  under  15168  (a),  numbers  5,3,4: 

2)  Three  individual  landfills  ate  not  a  chain  of  events; 

3)  Rules,  regulations,  plans  or  other  general  criteria  to 
govern  the  conduct  of  a  continuing  program  may  vary  for 
each  landfill  loeatioa,  and 

4)  Environmental  conditions  are  unique  and  not  comprehensive 
for  each  landfill. 

In  addition,  the  project'  fails  to  indicate  the  specific  and 
particular  consequences  of  the  project  by  alluding  to  CEQA 
Guidelines  section  15168  (b) . ,  numbers  3,  4,  and  5,  Advantages  for 
a  program  EIR,  which  states: 


3  J 

4  ) 


5} 


Avoid  duplicative  reconsideration  of  basic  policy; 
Allow  the  Lead  Agency  to  consider  broad  policy 
alternatives  and  programwide  mitigation  measures  at  an 
early  time  when  the  agency  has  greater  flexibility  to 
deal  with  basic  problems  or'  cumulative  impacts,  and 
Allow  a  reduction  in  paperwork. 


Board  staff  reflect  the  statements  associated  in  CEQA  statute  15168 
(b) ,  numbers  1  and  2,  which  state: 

1)  Provide  an  occasion  for  a  more  exhaustive  consideration 
of  effects  and  alternatives  than  would  be  practical  in 
an  EIR  on  an  individual  action,  and 
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2)   Ensure  consideration  of  cumulative  impacts. 

The  issue  is  not  to  avoid  the  project**  potential  cumulative 
impacts  but  rather  to  consider  and  assess  the  individual,  specific 
impacts  associated  with  each  proposed  landfill  in  the  scope  of  the 
project. 

The  case  between  Natural  Resources  flefensa  Council  vs.  Morton 
(D.D.C.  1974)  involved  the  integrity  of  a  program  EIR  upon 
assessing  the  magnitude  of  a  project  and  its  varied  subcomponents. 
The  project  involved  a  programmatic  EIS  (PEIS)  to  fulfill  the 
requirements  associated  vith  the  issuance  of  grazing  licenses  by 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) .  This  PEIS  would  be  regarded 
as  ultimate  legislation  for  the  entire  licensing  program  and  grant 
issuance  of  all  individual  licenses.  The  case  was  summarized  in 
the  Guide  to  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  fCEOAK  Remy 
(19901 .  pane  194-5  and  states: 

1)  It  failed  to  provide  the  agency  decisionmaker  (the  BLM 
"district  manager")  with  information  apprising  him  of 
the  "specific  and  particular  consequences  of  his 
action",  and 

2)  .  —  failure  to  provide  the  public  with  a  chance  to 
review  documents  containing  "detailed  analysis  of  local 

actions."   BLM's  attempt  to  use  the  PEIS  therefore 
precluded  "concerned  members;  of  the  public"  from 
"raising  a  wide  range  of  environmental  issues  in  order 
to  affect... particular  decisions." 

Board  staff  regard  this  case  as  mirroring  our  general  concerns  with 
the  proposed  project.  Staff  base  our  concerns  upon  the  following: 

1)  The  project  is  not  comprehensive  but  unique  for  each 
of  the  three  proposed  landfill  sites  canyons  due 

to  the  specific  and  particular  environmental  conditions 
and  potential  impacts  whicjn  exist,  and 

2)  The  public's  awareness  and  opportunity  to  review  the 
environmental  documents/documentation  containing  a 
detailed  analysis  of  local  and  individual  geographic 
conditions  within  each  canyon. 

The  primary  consideration  in  the  issuance  of  a  Solid  Waste 
Facilities  Permit  is  to  prevent  environmental  damage  and  provide 
long-term  environmental  protection.  CIWHB,  as  a  responsible 
agency,  must  be  assured  that  all  potential  environmental  impacts 
have  been  addressed  through  proper  CEQA  •  documentation  and  review. 
The  use  of  a  this  program  eir  for  what  is  clearly  three  individual 
landfill  siting  projects  is  inadequate  as  a  stand  alone  document, 
■  in<je  thay  would  each  require  preparation  of  additional 
environmental  analysis  and  documentation  prior  staff  consideration 
in  concurranea  in  a  Solid  Waste  Tacilitias  Permit  for  any  of  the 
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sites. 

Board  staff  are  somewhat  concerned  as  to  the  intent  of  this 
document.  The  document  describes  a  system  which  contains  pertinent 
and  helpful  information,  but  it  is  unclear  if  the  intent  of  this 
document  is  to  fulfill  AB  939  requirements.  The  document  contains 
some  general  information  which  is  closely  interelated  with  that 
which  is  to  be  contained  Source  Reduction  Recycling  Elements  and 
Countywide  Integrated  Haste  Management  Plans.  The  Haste  Diversion 
discussions,  however,  offer  no  quantification  of  estimates  of 
wastes  currently  being  diverted.  For  information  regarding 
recycling  facilities  in  the  County,  the  Resource  Conservation 
Division  of  CIHMB  should  be  contacted.  This  Division,  and 
California  Department  of  Conservation  havs  a  complete  listing  of 
recycling  facilities.  The  facilities  should  be  able  to  aid  in 
verifying  actual  materials  diverted  from,  the  County's  wastestream. 

ThanKyou  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  document.  It  contains 
some  valuable  information,  and  may  prove  to  provide  a  foundation 
upon  which  further  waste  diversion  programs  can  be  developed,  and 
with  further  environmental  documentation,  perhaps  a  new  landfill 
can  be  sited  for  the  County.  If  you  have  questions  regarding  these 
comments,  please  contact  Jeannie  Blakeslee  of  the  Board's 
Environmental  Review  Branch,  Local  Planning  Division,  at 
(916)  327-0445. 

Attachment 
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Waste  Management 
in  Los  Angeles 
County 

Each  Southern  California  resident  generates  more 
than  two  tons  of  waste  per  year.  All  but  three  of  the 
nine  existing  major  landfills  in  metropolitan  Los  Angeles 
County  could  be  closed  by  the  year  2000— and  without 
aggressive  increases  in  waste  diversion  (reducing  and 
recycling  waste)  programs  and  new  landfill  capacity, 
options  for  managing  waste  could  run  out  as  early  as 
1993.  It's  clear  that  a  disposal  crisis  exists. 

While  Assembly  Bill  939  requires  California  cities 
and  counties  to  reduce  waste  by  25  percent  in  1995  and 
50  percent  in  2000.  the  need  for  landfill  space  in  the  near 
future  will  not  be  eliminated.  Options  for  new  landfill 
capacity  include  expansion  or  repermitting  of  existing 
sites,  development  of  new  in-county  sites,  and  imple- 
mentation of  a  waste-by-rail  disposal  system  utilizing 
remote  sites.  The  Sanitation  Districts  are  pursuing  each 
of  these  options  in  an  effort  to  avert  the  serious  disposal 
shortfall.  Utilization  of  remote  out-of -county  sites  is  the 
focus  of  this  newsletter. 

EXHIBIT  1 


"...the  Sanitation  Districts  are  in 
the  best  and  most  realistic  position 
to  take  aggressive  steps  to  make 
\*/aste-by-Rail  a  reality  and  to  fit  it 
into  the  full  array  of  waste  disposal 
options." 

—Tom  Harvey  Mayor  Pro  Tern, 
City  of  La  Verne 


EXHIBIT] 

Approximately  48.400  tons  of  solid  waste  are  gener- 
ated per  day  in  all  of  Los  Angeles  County.  An  estimated 
90  percent  of  this  waste  (43.550  tons)  goes  to  local  land- 
fills for  disposal,  while  onfy  as  little  as  10  percent  (4.850 
tons)  is  diverted  (diversion  consists  of  reducing  the  quan- 
tity of  waste  generated  as  well  as  reusing  and  recycling 
waste). 

EXHIBIT  2 

If  recently  increasing  rends  of  population  and  con- 
EXHIBIT  2  strucnon  activity  continue  the1  amount 

of  waste  generated  in  1995  will 
grow  to  54.600  tons  per 
day  (TPD).  With  a  dwin- 
dling landfill  capacity  of 
18.650  TPD.  and  only 
13.650  TPD  being  re- 
cycled, this  leaves  a 
projected  2Z300  TPD 
of  waste  with  no  place 
to  go. 


1995 

TOTAL -54,600  TPD 
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Waste-By-Rail: 
A  Viable  Solution 

A  number  of  Los  Angeles  County  cities  and  the  San- 
itation Districts  are  working  together  to  implement  a 
waste-by-rail  disposal  system  for  the  Los  Angeles  County 
Metropolitan  Area  As  background,  the  following  are 
highlights  of  significant  project  developments  to  date: 

■  1986:  The  San  Gabriel  valley  Association  of  Cities  Solid 
Waste  Management  Task  Force  is  formed  to  study  waste 
management  alternatives. 

■  1987:  The  task  force  contracts  with  the  Southern  Cali- 
fornia Association  of  Governments  (SCAG)  to  undertake 
a  rail  haul  feasibility  study  entitled.  The  Feasibility  of 
Hauling  Solid  Waste  by  Railroad  from  the  San  Gabriel 
valley  to  Remote  Disposal  Sites. 


■  1989:  Ten  responses  to  the  RFP  are  received.  The 
Sanitation  Districts  select  a  "short  list"  from  the  proposal 
submittals  based  upon  detailed  criteria,  including  pro- 
posal completeness  and  reliability,  project  experience  and 
minimization  of  risk  to  participating  cities. 

■  1991:  In  recognition  of  the  county- wide  importance  of 
this  issue,  the  Sanitation  Districts  form  a  13-member 
Waste-by-Rail  Ad  Hoc  Committee  made  up  of  elected 
officials  and  city  managers  from  throughout  Los  Angeles 
County  to  provide  guidance  for  the  set  up  of  a  waste-by- 
rail  transport  and  disposal  system. 


At  me  mtermodal  station,  containers 
an  double-sacked  and  loaded  onto  rail  cars. 


■  1988:  The  SCAG  study  determines  that  waste-by-rail 
is  technically  feasible  and  the  Sanitation  Districts  subse- 
quently issue  a  Waste-by-Rail  System  Request  for  Pro- 
posals (RFP).  The  RFP  is  issued  with  input  from  elected 
officials  of  San  Gabriel  Valley  Cities.  The  objective  of  the 
RFP  is  to  solicit  complete  and  comprehensive  technical 
proposals. 
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How  Waste-By-Rai I  Works 

The  concept  of  Waste-by-Rail  consists  of  the  following 
components: 

■  Recovery/Transfer/Loadlng  Station.  At  this  facility 
waste  would  be  received  from  collection  trucks  and  pro- 
cessed to  recover  recyclable  materials.  The  residuals  would 
then  be  loaded  into  raitar  containers.  Alternatively  the 
facility  would  receive  waste  from  collection  trucks,  be 
processed,  and  then  transferred  into  truck-mounted  rail 
containers  for  transport  to  an  intermodal  facility  where 
the  rail  containers  would  be  loaded  onto  railcars. 
H  Rail  Transport.  Trains  transport  the  waste  to  a  remote 
location  typically  utilizing  existing  rail  lines.  Each  train 
would  hold  approximately  3.500  tons  of  waste 

■  Unloading  Station.  This  facility  would  provide  for  the 
unloading  of  containers  from  the  train  for  transport,  usu- 
ally by  truck,  to  its  final  destination. 

■  Ultimate  Disposal.  Waste  is  disposed  of  at  a  sanitary  landfill  site. 

As  brief  examples  of  the  system  following  are  the  two  proposals 
that  are  actively  engaged  in  siting  and  permitting  a  remote  disposal  site 

The  first  proposal,  the  Rail-Cycle  Project,  is  a  joint  venture  between  Waste  Management 
inc  and  the  Atchison.  Topeka  and  Santa  Fe  Railway  Company.  The  plan  consists  of  a  proposed" 
minimum  capacity  of  3.500  TPD  per  loading  station  a  daily  landfill  site  capacity  of  20.000  TPD, 
and  a  projected  tipping  fee  (the  charge  at  a  proposed  solid  waste  facility  to  unload  or  "tip"  a 

load  of  refuse)  of  S  51.31  per  ton.  in  1991  dollars.  A  pro- 
posed loading  station  location  is  m  the  City  of  Commerce. 
The  potential  disposal  site  location  is  in  a  remote  desert 
area  in  eastern  San  Bernardino  County,  near  the  City 
of  Ambpy. 

The  second  proposal— the  Eagle  Mountain  Proj- 
ect—is being  pursued  by  the  Mine  Reclamation  Corpo- 
ration. This  plan  features  a  proposed  minimum  capacity 
of  3.000  TPD  per  loading  station,  a  daily  landfill  site 
capacity  of  16.000  TPD  by  rail  and  4.000  TPD  by  truck, 
and  a  projected  tipping  fee  of  S  5200  per  ton.  in  1991 
dollars  at  a  Los  Angeles  County  loading  station.  The 
proposed  disposal  site  is  a  former  Kaiser  Steel  iron  ore 
mine  located  at  Eagle  Mountain  in  Riverside  County. 

While  1995  may  be  the  most  realistic  projection  of 
availability  for  a  waste-by-rail  system,  the  Rail-Cycle 
Project  maintains  it  could  be  on-line  and  operating  by 
1994.  The  Eagle  Mountain  Project,  meanwhile  could 
be  in  operation  as  early  as  1993.  A  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  |EIR)  was  recently  released  for  the  Eagle 
Mountain  Project  landfill,  while  the  Rail-Cycle  Project  is 
just  beginning  preparation  of  its  EIR.  For  both  projects, 
a  firm  operational  date  depends  on  how  long  it  will  take 
to  complete  the  environmental  review  and  whether  or 
not  successful  outcomes  are  achieved  on  the  permit- 
ting issues. 


Where  Waste-By-Rail 
Stands  Now 

-  Currently,  die  Sanitation  Districts  continue  to  evalu- 
ate the  "short  list"  of  proposals  in  dose  coordination 
with  the  Ad  Hoc  Committee.  The  Chairperson  of  the 
Committee  is  Tom  Harvey.  Mayor  Pro  Tern  of  the  City  of 
La  Verne  who  has  been  actively  involved  with  the 
development  of  a  waste-by-rail  program  through  the 
SGVAC's  Solid  Waste  Task  Force  since  1986. 


For  More  Information 

A  waste-by-rail  system  can  play  an  important  role 
in  helping  Los  Angeles  County  avoid  a  disposal  capacity 
crisis  as  well  as  produce  revenues  and  jobs  for  the  hosr 
areas  in  which  the  disposal  site  is  implemented. 

For  more  informaoon  on  Waste-by-Rail.  please  con- 
tact the  Solid  Waste  Management  Department  of  the 
Sanitation  Districts  at  (213)  69*7411. 


Sanitation  Districts'  AD  HOC 
Committee  Members 


Thomas  Harvey 
Mayor  Pro  Tern, 
Chairperson 
City  of  La  Verne 
714-596-8726 

Barbara  J.  Hayden 

Mayor 

City  of  Downey 

213-869-7331 

Ann  B.  Joynt 
Council  member 
City  of  Cerritas 
213-860-0311 


Henry  Morgan 
Council  member 
City  of  Covina 
818-331-0111 


Godfrey  Pernell 

Mayor 

City  of  Rolling  Hills 

213-377-1521 

Dr.  John  H.  Richards 

Mayor 

City  of  Bradbury 

818-358-3218 

Julio  J.  Fuentes 
City  Administrator 
City  of  Pomona 
714-620-2051 

John  Bramble 
City  Administrator 
City  of  Bell 
213-588-6211 

Drexel  L.  Smith 
Council  member 
City  of  Walnut 
714-595-7543 


Solid  Waste  Management  Department 
Los  Angeles  County  Sanitation  Districts 
P.O.  Box  4998 
Whlttier,  CA  90607 


Linda  Holmes 
City  Manager. 

Vice-Chairperson 
City  of  Walnut 
714-595-7543 

LeRoy  Jackson 
City  Manager 
City  of  Torrance 
213-618-2801 

Douglas  La  Belle 
City  Manager 
City  of  Signal  Hill 
213-426-7333 

Jim  Mitsch 
City  Manager 
City  of  Hawthorne 
213-970-7902 
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A  Comparison  Of  The  Costs  Of  Landfills  Versus  Rail  Haul 

In  Light  OfTJie  Social  Costs  Of  Political  Opposition 

To  The  Siting  Of  Landfills  And  The  Scarcity  Premium 

Of  Existing  Landfill  Capacity 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

Two  significant  factors  influencing  waste  manage- 
ment decision  making  have  been  overlooked  in  the 
public  policy  making  process.  Those  factors  are  1 )  the 
increasing  scarcity  premium  attributable  to  landfills 
that  increases  TODAY'S  prices  in  response  to 
TOMORROW'S  scarcity  and  2)  the  social  cost  of  politi- 
cal opposition  to  the  siting  of  landfills. 

This  study  investigates  both  factors  and  their  effects 
on  comparative  waste  management  decision-making. 


The  Comparison  of  Landfill  and  Rail  Haul 
Costs  in  Light  of  the  Scarcity  Premium 
of  Landfills 

The  last  major  inquiry  into  the  comparative  costs  of 
rail  haul  versus  conventional  landfills  was  the  South- 
ern California  Association  of  Governments'  (SCAG) 
study  of  1 988.  Based  on  1 987  data,  the  study  found  the 
average  per  ton  landfill  disposal  cost  to  be  $10.21  (for 
the  San  Gabriel  Valley)  and  the  estimated  comparable 
rail  haul  cost  to  be  from  S29  to  $41  per  ton.  The  report 
however,  gave  a  static  perspective  to  the  issue.  That  is, 
the  focus  was  on  the  cost  differential  that  existed  at  a 
fixed  pointintime.  This  report  examines  the  compara- 
tive costs  in  a  dynamic  context,  that  is  in  light  of  the 
changes  in  relative  cost  that  evolve  over  time.  The 
difference  in  viewpoint  between  these  two  reports  is 
akin  to  the  difference  between  a  snapshot  and  a  mo- 
tion picture. 

Under  all  reasonable  scenarios,  landfill  disposal  ca- 
pacity shortages  emerge  BEFORE  sufficient  new  land- 
fill capacity  can  be  placed  in  operation.  In  an  environ- 
ment of  disposal  capacity  shortfalls,  landfill  capacity 
that  IS  available  will  command  a  premium  price  by 
virtue  of  its  scarcity — the  scarcity  premium  of  land- 
fills.- However,  landfill  capacity  that  is  used  TODAY 
is  unavailable  for  use  TOMORROW  to  alleviate  future 
shortages.  In  an  environment  of  expected  future 
shortages,  landfill  owners  will  want  to  have  disposal 


space  available  in  order  to  capture  the  future  high 
prices  and  high  profits.  In  order  to  induce  a  profit 
maximizing  firm  to  forego  FUTURE  high  prices,  ,i 
higher  price  must  be  paid  TODAY.  Thus,  a  dynamic 
component  is  introduced  to  the  analysis,  namely  that 
prices  TODAY  react  to  TOMORROW'S  expected 
shortages. 

As  expectations  change  over  time,  prices  will  react.  If 
expectations  are  revised  in  the  direction  of  greater 
shortages,  or  earlier  emergence  of  shortages,  prices 
will  increase  over  previous  levels.  In  fact,  that  is  what 
has  been  happening  to  the  pricing  of  landfills  in  recent 
years.  While  SCAG  focused  on  the  San  Gabriel  Valley, 
this  report  focuses  on  the  western  part  of  Los  Angeles 
County  as  the  relevant  market  for  landfill  cost  analysis 
because  any  additional  landfill  capacity  that  will  be 
added  will  be  in  the  west  countv  region  (Towsley 
Canyon,  Elsmere  Canyon,  Blind  Canyon, 
etc.). 

The  1987  SCAG  data  yielded  an  average  per  ton  cost  of 
$10.21  in  the  San  Gabriel  Valley.  Current  average  costs 
in  the  west  county  are  $27.21  per  ton — a  dramatic 
increase  since  1987.  More  dramatic  however,  is  that 
increase  over  1982  average  prices  which  were  $4.38 
per  ton.  This  represents  a  25.6  percent  annual  rate  of 
increase  during  a  period  when  inflation  averaged  3.6 
percent.  Obviously,  landfill  costs  are  NOT  static  and 
must  be  viewed  in  a  dynamic  context.  The  history  of 
west  county  landfill  prices  is  displayed  in  Table  A. 

As  predicted  by  the  scarcity  premium  model,  landfill 
prices  have  been  increasing  over  time  and  have  been 
increasing  at  increasingly  higher  rates.  There  is  noth- 
ing in  theory  or  in  empirical  market  data  that  indicate 
any  abatement  of  this  trend.  The  ultimate  result  is, 
that  at  present  rates  of  increase,  landfill  prices  will 
equal  those  of  rail  haul  in  just  over  three  years.  The 
results  are  graphed  in  Figure  1. 

Rail  haul  can  act  as  a  market  lid  on  landfill  prices.  If 
implemented  on  a  wide  enough  scale,  rail  haul  could 
cap  prices  at  or  near  prices  comparable  (adjusted  for 
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TABLE  A 

INCREASES  IN  WEST  COUNTY  TIPPING  FEES 


Landfill 

Sunshine  Canyon  . 
Chiquita  Canyon  - 
Calabasas 
.  Bradley  West' 
Average  Tipping  Fee 


Daily". 
Tonnage 

6,362 
3,000 
2,520 
:  3,000 
3,000 


1982  V 

Tipping  Fee 

$3.50 
$6.00  ■ 
$4.00 
v,$5.00.  '"• 
'•■  $4.38  ■ 


1987 
Tipping  Fee 

£12.00 
.  $8.50 
$13.00 
$16.00 
$12.25 


Current 
Tipping  Fee 

$28.00 
$19.00 
"$19.85 
■  $39.95 
$27.21 


Source:  SCAG,  L.A.County  of  Dept.,  Public  Works,  Cal  Poly  Study  by  Joseph  McDc 
Table:  MSCAGStudv    '  ....:;" 
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inflation)  to  current  estimates  of  S46.50  per  ton.  How- 
ever, in  the  absence  of  a  market  substitute,  landfill 
prices  will  continue  to  rise.  As  landfill  prices  climb 
higher,  municipalities'  bargaining  strength  in  rail  haul 
negotiations  is  eroded.  Delay  in  recognizing  the  dy- 
namic movement  in  landfill  prices  and  subsequent 
delav  in  implementing  rail  haul  will  mean  higher  than 
necessary  prices  for  BOTH  landfills  and  rail  haul. 


Public  Opposition  Costs 

The  siting  of  landfills  in  the  vicinity  of  population 
centers  generates  significant  levels  of  public  opposi- 
tion. Opposition  efforts  in  the  political,  regulatory 
and  judicial  arenas  represent  social  costs  attributable 
to  landfills.  There  is  no  institutional  arrangement  to 
capture  these  opposition  costs  and  add  them  to  the 
explicit  costs  of  landfills  such  as  land  acquisition  and 
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site  mitigation.  When  opposition  costs  are  omitted 
from  total  social  costs,  the  waste  management  deci- 
sion-making process  becomes  biased  toward  over- 
investment in  landfills  and  under-investment  in  other 
options  such  as  source  reduction,  recycling  and 
composting,  or  rail  haul. 

This  study  provides  range  estimates  of  the  cost  of 
political,  regulatory  and  judicial  opposition.  Estima- 


I.  THE  COMPARATIVE  COSTS 

OF  LANDFILLS  VERSUS  RAIL  HAUL 

The  1988  SCAG  study  compared  the  cost  of  landfills 
versus  rail  haul  and  on  the  basis  of  a  static  analysis  of 
1987  data  concluded  that  rail  haul  was  33  to  55  percent 
more  costly  than  landfills.  This  study  will  add  a 
dynamic  analysis  to  the  comparative  costs  of  the  two 
alternative  systems. 


YEAR: 

Citizens'  Groups 
Legal  Costs 


TABLE  B 

TOTAL  PUBLIC  OPPOSITION  COSTS  ROUNDED  ($000's) 

1  .  2  3.       .'4  '         5-  6  7  8.9  10  CUM. 

$306     $1,532  $3,065  $3,065  $3,065. $3,065.  $3,065  $3,065  $3,065  $3,065  $26,360 
$124     $124  .$225;    $225  '.'$225.    $225     $225     $225      $225      $225-    $2,054 

Municipalities  Staff      $280      $280      $280      $280  ;  $280    „. $280      $280      $280      $280      $280      $2,800 

Permitting  Agencies^   -  -  -  - .  "  $40     .  $40  .     $40       $40       $40  :     $40       $40 : ..; .-  $40   . \  $320    . 

TOTAL  $711      $1,937  $3,610  $3,610  $3,610  $3,610  $3,610  $3,610  $3,610  $3,610  $31,534 

Present  Value  of  Expenditures  @  7%        '       $21 ,1'89; 

Source:  SCAG,  L.A.  County  Department  of  Public  Works,  Cal  Poly  State  University  Study  by  Joseph  McDougall. 


tion  of  these  costs  provides  publicly  elected  decision- 
makers the  opportunity  to  explicitly  consider  these 
costs  and  to  make  landfill  siting  decisions  in  light  of  a 
more  accurate  assessment  of  the  true  social  cost  of 
landfills. 

Public  opposition  costs  are  attributed  to  three  distinct 
categories: 

1)  Citizens'  Groups  Opposition  Efforts 

2)  Municipalities'  Opposition  Efforts 

3)  Staff  Expense  of  Permitting  Agencies 

A  monetary  value  is  placed  on  citizens'  time  spent  in 
opposition  efforts.  This  value  is  included  with  cash 
expenditures  on  opposition  efforts.  Costs  vary  with 
the  duration  of  landfill  siting  process.  However,  a 
probable  maximum  range  estimate  of  opposition  costs 
yield  a  present  value  cost  in  1990  dollars  of  $21 ,1 89,341 
as  presented  in  Table  B  -  Total  Public  Opposition  Cost. 

This  report  discusses  these  findings  in  further  detail. 
f\ 
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L.A.  County  Landfill  Costs  - 
Current  and  Future 

This  section  of  the  study  re-examines  the  1988  SCAG 
study's  comparison  of  landfill  and  rail  haul  costs  as 
presented  in  Section  2  of  the  SCAG  report  "The  Eco- 
nomics of  Solid  Waste."  The  SCAG  study  based  on 
1987  actual  landfill  costs  will  here  be  updated  on  the 
basis  of  current  costs.  Also,  SCAG  data  was  for  San 
Gabriel  Valley  landfills  only.  This  report  includes  cost 
data  for  9  landfills  county-wide. 

Table  C  on  the  following  page  lists  all  the  landfills 
initially  examined,  and  the  tipping  fees  and  tonnages 
of  solid  waste  received  for  those  facilities  investigated 
in  the  SCAG  study.  The  average  cost  is  derived  by 
weighting  the  cost  figures  by  the  average  daily  ton- 
nages. 


DOCUMENT  0165 


Cost  Comparison  of  Landfills  vs.  Rail  Haul 


TABLE  D 

WEST  COUNTY  LANDFILL  TIPPING  FEES 


.     Daily* 

1982 

1987 

Current 

Landfill 

Tonnage 

Tippina  Fee 

Tippina  Fee 

Tippina  Fee 

Sunshine  Canyon 

6,382 

$3.50 

$12.00 

$28.00 

Chiquita  Canyon 

3,000 

$6.00 

$8.50 

$19.00 

Calabasas 

2,520 

$4.00 

$13.00 

$19.85 

Bradley  West 

3,000 

$5.00 

$16.00 

$32.95 

Average  Tipping  Fee 

3,000 

$4.38 

$12.25 

$27.21 

Source:  SCAG,  L..A.  County  of  "Dept.  Public  Works,  Cal  Polv  Study  bv  Joseph  McDougall 
'Table  :  1-1  SCAG  Study 
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of  this  wide  variability  in  cost  estimates,  the  SCAG 
figure  of  S6  per  ton  will  be  used,  escalated  to  1990 
dollars  yielding  S6.95  to  which  an  additional  conser- 
vative factor  of  10  percent  will  be  added  to  allow  for 
additional  cost  factors  not  specifically  identified.  Thus, 
for  the  planning  purposes  of  this  study,  added  envi- 
ronmental costs  are  estimated  to  account  for  $7.70  per 
ton. 

It  should  be  noted  however  that  costs  such  as  liners 
should  approximate  a  one-time  price  shift,  not  a  per- 
sisting trend.  Further,  increased  capital  costs  cannot 
explain  the  price  behavior  observed  at  many  of  the 
landfills.  For  example,  the  County  Sanitation  Dis- 
tricts' landfills  at  Puente  Hills  and  Calabasas  had  liner 
installation  completed  in  1990.  From  1987  to  1990, 
Puente  Hills'  prices  increased  from  S9.50  per  ton  to 
$13.35  per  ton.  Calabasas  increased  from  $13.00  to 
$19.85  over  the  same  period.  The  S3. 85  and  S6.85 
differences  respectively  in  prices  at  these  two  landfills 
suggest  that  liner  costs  could  not  be  more  than  the 
respective  differences,  unless  liner  costs  were  incor- 
porated prior  to  1987,  in  which  case  the  increase 
would  be  totally  inexplicable  outside  of  inflation. 
During  the  same  period,  however,  Scholl  Canyon 
landfill,  which  does  not  have  a  liner,  increased  from 
$12.00  to  $19.85.  Sunshine  Canyon,  a  private  landfill 
with  no  liner,  increased  from  $12.00  to  $28.00  over  the 
same  period.  These  samples  suggest  price  premiums 
other  than  those  associated  with  capital  improve- 
ments at  the  landfill  are  in  evidence.  It  is  also  impor- 
tant to  note  that  in  1988,  SCAG  attributed  the  (then) 
high  rate  of  $16  per  ton  at  Bradley  West  to  the  require- 
ment that  it  had  to  place  a  liner  before  refuse  could  be 


accepted.  If  that  is  so,  the  liner  cost  was  embodied  in 
the  516  per  ton  charge.  The  increase  since  then,  from 
$16  to  $32.95  must  also  be  explained  on  some  other 
basis. 

Given  the  above  considerations,  use  of  S7.70  per  ton  as 
an  environmental  cost  factor  can  be  considered  a 
reasonable  and  conservative  approach  to  explaining 
that  portion  of  the  phenomenon  of  increasing  landfill 
costs. 


Scarcity  Premium  Costs 

Given  an  inflation  factor  of  3.6  percent  per  year  from 
1982  through  1991,  inflation  would  account  for  the 
growth  of  average  tipping  fees  from  S4.38  to  S5.82.  If 
57.70  per  ton  is  attributable  to  increased  environmen- 
tal costs,  then  $13.52  ($5.82  plus  $7.70)  is  explained  by 
inflation  and  increased  environmentally-based  capi- 
tal costs.  The  difference  between  current  average 
price  of  $27.21  per  ton  and  $13.52  is  $13.69  per  ton. 
This  increase  from  S4.38  to  S13.69  represents  an  annu- 
alized rate  of  15.31  percent,  a  level  of  price  change 
explained  by  the  user  cost/scarcity  premium  model. 
This  has  obvious  implications  for  the  comparison  of 
the  relative  costs  of  landfills  versus  rail  haul.  If  the 
15.31  percent  rate  of  growth  continues,  the  price  of 
existing  landfills  will  rapidly  equal  the  relatively  fixed 
cost  of  the  rail  haul  option. 
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It  is  important  to  note  that  any  given  set  of  user  costs 
is  conditional  on  a  given  set  of  expectations  about  the 
future.  That  is,  for  a  given  set  of  expectations,  user 
costs  will  rise  at  the  real  rate  of  interest.  However,  if 
resource  owners/ producers  revise  their  future  expec- 
tations in  light  of  new  information  (such  as  impending 
landfill  capacity  shortfalls  possibly  as  early  as  1992), 
user  costs  will  shift  upwards  as  producers  revise 
upward  their  estimation  of  the  opportunity  value  of 
the  resource  in  the  future.  Thus  the  price  path  of 
tipping  fees  would  resemble  the  following  pattern 
over  time: 


PRICE 


OLD  NEW 

EXPECTATIONS      !       EXPECTATIONS 

;- >   i    <- > 


That  is,  if  private  landfill  owners  expect  that  future 
demand  will  be  greater  than  previously  expected, 
prices  TODAY  will  begin  to  rise  in  response  to 
TOMORROW'S  demand.  The  above  graph  shows  that 
expectations  changed  at  time  period  "T"  and  tipping 
fees  shifted  to  a  new,  higher  price  path. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  if  future  expectations 
continue  to  shift  upward,  so  will  user  costs  and  so  will 
prices. 


The  Relevant  Market 

in  Light  of  Future  Planned  Landfills 

The  SCAG  study  was  specifically  focused  on  the  San 
Gabriel  Valley.  In  light  of  the  fact  that  all  the  leading 
proposed  landfill  sites  are  in  the  west  county,  ringing 
the  perimeter  of  the  San  Fernando  Valley,  this  study 
shifts  its  focus  to  the  landfills  of  the  west  county.  This 
is  appropriate  because  any  new  landfill  would  com- 
pete directly  with  existing  west  county  landfills  and 
simultaneously,  the  west  county  landfills  would  set 
the  relevant  market  price  that  would  influence  pricing 
of  the  new  landfill.  And  since  the  west  county  market 
would  be  the  marginal  cost  provider  of  disposal  ca- 
pacity, that  is,  the  last  increment  of  disposal  capacity 
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would  be  provided  bv  the  west  countv,  it  is  the  rel- 
evant market  with  which  to  compare  rail  haul.  There- 
fore, this  study  will  take  a  focused  look  at  west  county 
landfill  tipping  fees.  Table  D  lists  west  countv  tipping 
fees  at  various  points  in  time. 

The  price  increases  are  dramatic.  The  increase  in 
average  tipping  fees  from  S4.3S  in  1 982  to  527.21  todav 
(first  quarter  of  1991)  represents  an  annualized  rate  of 
change  of  25.6  percent.  Inflation  over  the  same  period 
averaged  3.6  percent  as  measured  bv  the  GNP  defla- 
tor. 


Environmentally-Based 
Capital  Related  Costs 

Costs  related  to  landfills  have  obviously  increased. 
But  even  allowing  for  environmental  costs,  such  as 
liners  and  leachate  collection  systems,  a  large  percent- 
age of  growth  remains  unexplained.  This  remaining 
increase  in  price  is  consistent  with  behavior  postu- 
lated by  the  user  cost  or  scarcity  premium  model. 

The  1988  SCAG  study,  in  Section  2.5  -  Landfill  Costs, 
used  an  estimate  of  S6.00  per  ton  to  finance  the  cost  of 
a  liner  and  leachate  collection  system.  Conversations 
with  County  Sanitation  District  personnel  and  private 
sector  landfill  operators  indicate  that  such  costs  are 
highly  site  specific  and  thus  highly  variable,  making 
generalized  cost  estimates  quite  difficult.  However, 
another  source  of  estimated  environmental  costs  was 
provided  in  a  February  1988  report  "Solid  Waste 
Management  Status  and  Disposal  Options  in  Los  An- 
geles County"  by  L.A.  County  Department  of  Public 
Works,  L.A.  City  Bureau  of  Sanitation  and  the  L.A. 
County  Sanitation  Districts.  On  page  34  of  the 
report,  capital  start  up  costs  including  site 
mitigation  and  construction  of  en  vironmental 
control  systems,  (also  included  were  land  costs, 
equipment  purchase,  site  preparation,  access 
road  construction  and  landscaping),  were  esti- 
mated at  $90-$100  million  in  1987  dollars  for  the 
proposed  Elsmere  Canyon  landfill.  That  equates 
to  $104-$115  million  in  1990  dollars.  If  $104  mil- 
lion is  amortized  over  twenty  years  at  8  percent,  it 
adds  $5.88  per  ton  for  a  5,000  ton  per  day  opera- 
tion. It  adds  only  $1 .78  per  ton  for  a  1 6,500  ton  per 
day  operation  as  Elsmere  is  planned  to  be.  In  light 
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private  firms'  behavior  will  impact  overall  market 
prices  even  in  the  presence  of  non-profit  seeking  pub- 
lic sector  landfills.  Fundamental  to  the  economics  of 
landfill  disposal  prices  is  the  premise  that  private 
landfill  operators  attempt  to  maximize  long  run  profits 
over  time  or  intertemporally.  In  the  case  of  readily 
renewable  resources,  for  any  given  time  period,  the 
private  firm  simply  produces  (or  provides)  the  vol- 
ume of  output  that  equates  marginal  revenue  with 
marginal  cost  for  that  time  period  in  order  to  maxi- 
mize profits. 

In  the  case  of  non-renewable  or  exhaustible  resources 
(as  is  the  case  of  landfill  disposal  capacity  because  the 
supply  of  disposal  capacity  cannot  be  augmented  over 
therelevant  planning  horizon),  the  decision  to  produce 
(provide  landfill  disposal  capacity)  and  earn  profits 
TODAY  necessarily  precludes  the  ability  to  produce 
and  earn  profits  in  future  time  periods.  In  the  case  of 
landfills,  the  decision  to  allow  "X"  amount  of  cubic 
yards  of  d  isposal  space  to  be  filled  with  waste  TODAY 
means  there  will  be  "X"  fewer  cubic  yards  available  to 
dispose  of  waste  in  1992,  1993,  1994  and  on  into  the 
future.  The  firm  that  "produces"  or  provides  disposal 
capacity  today,  cannot  earn  profits  by  selling  that 
capacity  (i.e.  the  charging  of  tipping  fees)  tomorrow. 

How  does  a  profit  maximizing  firm  make  the  optimal 
trade-off  between  current  and  future  profits?  Essen- 
tially the  firm  must  apply  a  discount  rate  to  the  future 
profits  since  a  dollar  of  profit  earned,  say,  four  vears 
hence  is  worth  less  that  a  dollar  profit  earned  today.  If 
P0  is  profit  earned  right  now  and  PI  is  profit  earned  at 
the  end  of  year  1  and  P2  is  profit  earned  at  the  end  of 
year  2  and  so  forth,  and  r  is  the  relevant  rate  of 
discount,  the  present  value  of  the  stream  of  profits 
over  time  is  calculated  as  follows: 

Present  Value  =P0+   P-,    +  _  p2.  +    p3  .+<;.  +RH" 

.  -"/"(1+r)    (i+r)2  (T^03:     (Ur)N 

The  above  equation  describes  how  the  present  value  is 
calculated  but  it  does  not  explain  how  the  firm  chooses 
an  intertemporal  profile  of  profits  in  order  to  MAXI- 
MIZE the  present  value  of  the  profit  stream.  In  order 
to  make  the  profit  maximizing  choice,  the  concept  of 
scarcity  premium  or  user  cost  must  be  introduced. 

As  stated  above,  the  resource  owner  must  make  a 
trade  off  between  the  opportunity  value  of  selling  the 


resource  toda  v  versus  the  opportunity  value  of  selling 
it  at  some  future  time.  This  trade-off  between  present 
and  future  profits  is  the  notion  captured  by  the  con- 
cept of  scarcity  premium  or  user  cost.  User  cost  is  a 
cost  derived  simplv  because  the  resource  is  scarce;  it  is 
a  cost  separate  from,  and  in  addition  to,  any  costs 
attributable  to  land,  labor  or  capital.  A  present  user  of 
the  resource  competes  with  future  users  of  the  re- 
source and  by  presently  consuming  the  resource  makes 
it  increasingly  scarce  for  future  users  —  hence  the  term 
user  cost.  Thus  the  conventional  profit  maximization 
conditions  of  marginal  revenue  (MR)  being  equated 
with  marginal  cost  (MC)  is  modified  in  the  case  of 
exhaustible  resources  to: 

MR  =  MC 
where  .'•.,-.. 

MC  =  Marginal  Cost  of  Production  (MCP) 
:;:/.;;.  + User  Cost  (U) 

and  User  Cost,  U,  is  calculated  by  subtracting  mar- 
ginal production  costs  from  marginal  revenue: 

U  =  MR-MCp 

Since  U  represents  the  opportunity  value  of  selling  a 
unit  of  resource  (here,  a  unit  of  waste  disposal  capac- 
ity) in  period  "1",  the  resource  owner  may  switch  part 
of  his  production  to  a  later  period  "2",  where  user  costs 
(and  thus  profits)  are  higher.  In  order  to  maximize 
profits,  the  discounted  user  costs  (i.e.  present  value) 
must  be  equated  over  time,  that  is: 


U0=    Ui      =      u2 


(1+r) 


d+r)2 


u3    = 
(Ur)3 


=    +Un 


(1+r)* 


Increasing  Resource  Costs 
and  Expectations  of  the  Future 

What  implications  does  this  have  for  the  pricing  of 
landfill  disposal  capacity  (i.e.  tipping  fees)?  First,  that 
the  real  or  inflation  adjusted  price  of  landfill  disposal 
will  rise,  at  the  very  least,  at  the  real  rate  of  interest. 
However,  the  real  rate  of  interest  onlv  represents  a 
minimum  rate  of  increase.  There  are  other  factors 
operative  that  will  push  the  rate  of  increase  over  time 
significantly  above  the  rate  of  interest. 
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TABLE C 

LANDFILLS  INITIALLY  EXAMINED 

Average  Daily                     SCAG  1 987 

Current 

Landfill                                         Tonnaae.                       Tippina  Fees 

TiDDina  Fees 

Azusa  Western                               3,000       ■                        $12.50 

$20.00 

BKK                                                  3,000                                  $8.35 

$19.82 

Bradley  West                             -  1,500                                 n.A. 

$39.95 

Calabasas                                    2,520                                 N.A. 

.      $19.85 

Chiquita  Canyon                            3,000                                   N.A. 

$19.00 

Puente  Hills                           •        12,000                                $9.50 

$13.35 

Scholl  Canyon                                5,600                               $12.00 

$19.85 

Spadra                                           2,680   -                             $9.50 

$13.35 

Sunshine  Canyon                          6,362                                   N.A. 

$28.00 

Average  Cost  Per  Ton                              .                         $10.21     ■", 

$19.46 

Source:SCAG,  L.A.  County  Department  of  Public  Works,  Cal  Poly  State  University  Study  by  Joseph  McDougall 

The  dramatic  increase  in  landfill  tipping  fees  since 
1987  cannot  be  ignored  nor  should  it  be  viewed  as  a 
fluke  or  aberration.  The  increasing  scarcity  of  waste 
disposal  sites  and  the  absence  (at  least  at  present)  of 
viable  alternatives  to  landfills  makes  the  prospect  of 
increasing  costs  (real,  inflation-adjusted  costs)  at  pres- 
ently operating  landfills  an  inexorable  consequence  of 
the  policy  status  quo  and  not  a  one-time  aberration  or 
price-shock.  This  trend  will  have  ramifications,  not 
only  for  the  costs  of  landfills  themselves  but  for  the 
relative  or  comparative  costs  of  landfills  versus  other 
waste  management  options  such  as  rail  haul. 

The  impending  shortage  of  landfill  disposal  space  has 
been  characterized  in  terms  of  "time-to-crisis".  The 
1990  integrated  Solid  Waste  Management  System  for 
Los  Angeles  County  Draft  Program  EIR  provided 
three  basic  scenarios  of  the  impending  crisis. 

Under  the  first  scenario,  based  on  the  then-existing 
capacity  of  the  10  major  landfills  in  L.A.  County  and 
current  waste  generation  and  diversion  rates,  a  waste 
management  shortfall  occurred  in  1991.  The  second 
scenario  essentially  evaluated  the  impact  of  AB  939's 
waste  diversion  requirements  upon  existing  capacity. 
Under  that  scenario,  the  waste  disposal  shortfall  oc- 
curred in  1992.  The  third  scenario  coupled  the  effects 
of  AB  939  with  expansion  of  capacity  at  existing  land- 
fills. That  scenario  delayed  the  shortfall  until  2002. 


Irrespective  of  the  relative  probabilities  of  the  various 
scenarios,  it  is  virtually  certain  that  a  waste  disposal 
capacity  shortfall  will  emerge  by  the  year  2002,  per- 
haps sooner.  It  is  also  a  virtual  certainty  that  any  new 
landfill  is  at  least  5  to  7  years  in  the  future.  A  new 
landfill  that  must  overcome  political  opposition  is 
reasonably  10  to  15  years  away  from  implementation. 
The  most  recent  southern  California  example,  Bee 
Canyon  landfill  in  Orange  County,  took  14  years  from 
initial  EIR  to  implementation. 


The  Scarcity  Premium  of  Landfills 

Although  EXISTING  landfill  capacity  MAY  be  ex- 
panded (subject  also  to  political  opposition),  the  addi- 
tion of  NEW  landfill  capacity,  in  adequate  volume  to 
avert  crisis,  will  arrive  too  late.  That  is,  new  capacity 
can  only  arrive  beyond  the  relevant  planning  horizon 
—  AFTER  a  crisis  has  emerged.  Thus,  given  the 
physical  and  political  realities,  the  economic  behavior 
of  EXISTING  landfill  capacity  will  emulate  that  of  an 
exhaustible  resource.  That  is,  as  existing  landfill  ca- 
pacity is  exhausted,  the  price  of  the  resource  (landfill 
disposal  capacity)  TODAY,  will  reflect  or  embody  the 
increased  scarcity  of  the  resource  TOMORROW. 

Roughly  44  percent  of  average  daily  capacity  of  land- 
fills is  provided  by  private  for-profit  firms.  Because 
they  comprise  such  a  large  percent  of  the  rnarke  , 
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TABLE  E 

ESCALATED  TIPPING  FEE  COMPARISON 


1 


-'): 


1 

1 


Year 

0 
1 
2 
3 

3.9 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 


1990  Landfill  Costs 

Escalated  at  15.3  Percent 

1990  Rail  Haul  Costs 

Plus  Inflation 

Escalated  at  4%  Inflation 

$27.21 

$46.50 

$32.46 

$48.36 

$38.73 

$50.29 

$46.20 

$52.31 

$54.18 

$54.18 

$55.12 

$54.40 

$65.75 

$56.57 

$78.45 

$58.83 

$93.59 

$61.19 

$111.65 

$63.64 

$133.20 

$66.18 

$158.90 

$68.83 

Landfill  Costs 

and  Rail  Haul  Costs  Compared 

A  proponent  of  rail  haul,  Rail  Cycle,  has  estimated  a 
cost  of  $41.50  per  ton  exclusive  of  host  county  royalty. 
Another  rail  haul  proponent,  Mine  Reclamation  Cor- 
poration, has  completed  a  memorandum  of  under- 
standing with  Riverside  County  by  which  the  County 
will  receive  an  average  rovalty  of  $5  per  ton.  There- 
fore, for  estimation  purposes  the  cost  of  rail  haul 
herein  is  premised  to  be  $46.50  in  1990  dollars. 

If  the  past  rate  of  increase  of  15.31  percent  is  applied  to 
existing  landfill  prices,  existing  landfill  costs  reach 
equality  with  rail  haul  costs  of  S46.50  per  ton  in  just 
three  and  a  quarter  years,  assuming  rail  haul  prices 
don't  increase  in  real  terms  (net  of  inflation). 

This  is  a  reasonable  assumption  since  rail  haul  pro- 
ponents are  utilizing  current  capital  cost  estimates  in 
their  current  estimated  tonnage  fees  to  cover  envi- 
ronmentallv-based  cost  factors.  Table  E  illustrates  the 
effect  of  landfill  cost  escalation  in  this  context. 

There  is  however  both  theoretical  and  empirical  foun- 
dation to  anticipate  the  rate  of  landfill  price  increase  to 
accelerate  over  time.  The  user  cost/scarcity  premium 
model  suggests  that  as  expectations  of  future  scarcity 
change,  as  when  future  projections  such  as  the  "time 
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to  crisis"  analysis  in  the  Integrated  Solid  Waste  Man- 
agement System  DEIR  cause  landfill  owners  to  revise 
their  estimates  of  future  scarcity,  the  price  of  the 
resource  will  rise.  It  is  reasonable  that  expectations  are 
continually  being  revised  upward  as  landfill  capacity 
is  being  depleted. 

Empirically;  the  trend  of  prices  supports  the  theoreti- 
cal analysis.  The  overall  increase  in  average  west 
county  landfill  tipping  fees  from  S4.38  in  1 982  to  $27.21 
in  1990  was  25.6  percent  annually.  However,  the 
annual  rate  of  change  in  prices  during  the  earlier 
period  of  1982  to  1987  was  22.8  percent  annually  while 
during  the  later  period  1987  to  1990,  the  annual 
rate  of  change  was  30.4  percent.  It  is  therefore 
reasonable  to  anticipate  the  annual  rate  of  increase 
in  prices  to  itself  increase  from  15.31  percent. 
Therefore,  two  other  scenarios  are  presented,  18 
percent  growth  and  20  percent  growth.  Both 
premises  are  reasonable  in  light  of  both  theo- 
retical and  empirical  foundations.  Table  F 
shows  a  background  rate  of  inflation  of  4 
percent  is  incorporated  in  these  scenarios. 
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Under  each  scenario,  the  cost  of  rail  haul  is 
reached  in  just  over  3  years.  The  results  are  || 
presented  graphically  in  Figure  1.   It  is  im- 
portant to  note  that  implementation  of  rail 
haul  could  act  as  a  market  lid  or  ceiling  to 
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TABLE  F 

ESCALATED  TIPPING  FEE  COMPARISON 


1990  Landfill 

1990  Landfill 

Costs 

Costs 

Escalated  at 

1990  Rail  Haul 

Escalated  at 

18%  Plus    ' 

Costs  Escalated 

20%  Plus 

Inflation 

At  Inflation 

Inflation 

S27.21 

$46.50 

$27.21 

$33.20 

$48.36 

$33.74 

$40.50 

$50.29 

$41.84 

$49.41 

$52.31 

$51.88 

$49.41 

$52.31 

$52.50 

$52.90 

$52.90 

.    $64.33 

$60.28 

$54.40 

$79.77 

$73.54 

$56.57 

$98.91 

$89.72 

$58.83 

."■     $122.65 

$109.46 

V     $61.19 

$1562.09 

$133.54    ' 

$63.64 

$188.59 

$162.92 

$66.18 

$233.85 

$198.76   . 

$68.83 

Year 

0 

1 

2 

3 

3.1 
3.3 

4 

5' 

6 

7 

8 

9 
10 


landfill  price  increases.  However,  in  the  absence  of  a 
market  alternative,  landfill  prices  can  be  expected  to 
continue  to  rise.  As  time  passes  before  rail  haul  is 
implemented,  municipalities'  bargaining  strength  will 
be  weakened  as  the  costs  of  landfills  rise  as  indicated 
by  the  divergence  of  costs  bevond  year  4. 

Certainly  there  are  factors  that  could  mitigate  the 
forces  of  user  cost  increase.  The  presence  of  public 
sector,  non-profit  landfills  might  mitigate  price  in- 
creases. However,  it  should  be  noted  that  public 
sector  landfill  costs  have  been  escalating  at  rates  com- 
parable to  those  of  the  private  sector.  Further,  with 
limited  daily  capacity,  public  landfills  have  limited 
ability  to  accept  increased  disposal  rates.  Public 
landfills  are  also  subject  tojiolitical  constraints,  such 
as  the  decision  to  limit  input  to  Scholl  Canyon  to  only 
a  select  group  of  neighboring  municipa  lities  and  Puente 
Hills'  restriction  of  L.A.  City  waste.  These  decisions 
work  in  concert  with  private  sector  user  cost  increases 
to  increase  prices  by  limiting  the  disposal  volumes 
today. 

New  landfills  could  be  sited  to  increase  disposal  ca- 
pacity supply  and  thus  mitigate  price  increases. 


1990  Rail  Haul 

Costs  Escalated 

at  Inflation 

$46.50 
$48.36 
$50.29 
$52.31 
$52.50 
$54.40 
$5657 
$58.83 
$61.19 
$63.64 
$66.18 
$68.83 


However,  any  new  landfills  that  would  be  sited  to 
alleviate  the  disposal  shortage  would,  of  course,  be 
subject  to  the  inherent  CEQA  process  delays  (as  dis- 
cussed in  greater  detail  later  in  this  report).  Imple- 
mentation could  well  be  10  to  15  years  in  the  future. 
Under  all  scenarios  examined  by  L.A.  County  Public 
Works/Sanitation  Districts  shortages  evolve  before  a 
new  landfill  could  be  in  place  if  in  fact  it  takes  10-15 
years  to  implement  a  new  landfill.  Then  too,  when 
such  a  landfill  was  sited  it  would  (if  private,  for-profit) 
meet  the  current  market  price;  there  would  be  no 
incentive  or  necessity  to  undercut  that  price.  If  a 
public  landfill  were  to  significantly  undercut  the  mar- 
ket price,  it  would  need  to  provide  expanded  daily 
capacity  relative  to  total  capacity  to  accommodate 
increased  volumes  demanded.  To  the  extent  a  new 
landfill  could  not  accommodate  landfill  switchers, 
there  would  be  a  two-tier  price  structure:  those  with- 
out access  to  a  public  landfill  bearing  the  higher  price. 
The  higher  price,  or  marginal  cost,  of  landfill  disposal 
would  still  be  the  relevant  price  upon  which  to  make 
cost  comparisons. 
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The  Social  Cost 

of  Opposition  to  Rail  Haul 

The  social  cost  of  opposition  to  rail  haul  should  be 
minimal.  The  major  cost  component,  the  opposition  to 
the  landfill  itself,  should  be  minimized  by  virtue  of  the 
remote  location  of  the  fill  site.  In  fact,  this  attribute  is 
the  raison  d'etre  of  rail  haul.   Opposition  to  transfer 
stations  should  also  be  negligible  because  1)  there  are 
several  transfer  stations  already  in  existence,  and  2) 
new,  larger  transfer  facilities  would  likely  be  sited  in 
industrial  areas,  along  existing  railroad  right- 
railroad   of_way  and  p0SSibly  at  existing  landfill  sites, 
rS/r     thus  minimizing  citizen  opposition.  The  per 
'^     ton  social  cost  should  for  these  reasons  be 
crossing   mmimal  However,  even  if  exaggerated  social 
costs  are  attributed  to  rail  haul,  such  costs  would 
clearly  be  significantly  less  than  the  social  costs 
attributed  to  a  conventional  landfill.    Thus,  if 
social  costs  of  opposition  to  landfills  adds  $1 .37 
per  ton  (as  discussed  more  fully  later  in  the  re- 
port), a  possible  cost  attributable  to  rail  haul  could 
be,  say,  50  percent  of  that,  or  S.69  a  ton.  In  light  of 
the  predominant  effect  of  the  scarcity  premium  on 
existing  landfills,  this  factor  becomes  trivial. 


II.    POLICY  CONSIDERATIONS 

Whether  landfill  tipping  fees  increase  at  15, 18  or  20 
percent,  it  is  a  vital  policy-making  consideration  that 
the  behavior  of  existing  landfill  costs  is  a  dynamic 
rather  than  Static  phenomenon.  It  would  be  an  over- 
simplification to  frame  the  consideration  of  rail  haul 
versus  landfill  on  a  static  price  comparison.  Increas- 
ing future  scarcity  WILL  put  upward  pressure  on 
landfill  prices  above  and  beyond  costs  of  production. 

There  is  no  theoretical  upper  limit  on  landfill  price 
increases.  Suppose  a  variant  of  one  of  the  planning 
scenarios  for  L.A.  County  materializes  and  the  year 
1998  witnesses  1 1,720  tons  of  solid  waste  DAILY,  with 
no  place  to  go.  On  a  very  common  sense  level  the 
question  is  "What  would  households  in  1998  be  will- 
ing to  pay  to  dispose  of  their  waste  as  1 1 ,000  tons  piled 
up  each  day  in  their  backyards?"  Such  considerations 
at  least  suggest  that  annual  increases  beyond  current 
levels  are  conceivable,  as  prices  TODAY  react  to  those 
FUTURE  possibilities. 


From  a  planning  and  policy  making  point  of  view,  it 
would  appear  prudent  to  compare  landfills  with  rail 
haul  in  the  light  of  converging  costs.  Those  munici- 
palities that  recognize  the  dynamic  process  involved 
can  then  adjust  their  waste  management  planning 
accordingly.  Those  with  foresight  will  be  better  posi- 
tioned to  negotiate  favorable  waste  disposal  terms. 


HI.  INTRODUCTION  TO  SOCIAL  COSTS 

The  purpose  of  this  section  of  the  study  is  to  estimate 
those  social  costs,  incurred  in  the  process  of  siting 
landfills  near  centers  of  population,  that  are  not 
presently  captured  and  reflected  in  the  capitalized 
cost  of  the  landfill. 

Social  costs  that  are  not  reflected  in  the  capitalized  cost 
or  "price  tag"  of  the  landfill  are  not  made  explicit  and 
are  not  effectively  brought  to  the  attention  of  govern- 
ment decision  makers.  Thus,  the  waste  management 
decisions  of  public  policy  makers  may  be  biased  toward 
over-investment  in  landfills  and  under-investment  in 
waste  management  options  such  as  source  reduction, 
recycling  and  composting. 

This  part  of  the  study  is  an  effort  to  address  this 
information  gap  in  the  public  policy  process.  The 
study  proposes  reasonable  range  estimates  of  the  "op- 
position costs"  incurred  in  the  landfill  siting  process 
that  heretofore  have  not  been  estimated  explicitly. 
These  social  costs  are  the  monetized  value  of  the 
resources  expended  by  those  groups  and  individuals, 
opposed  to  the  landfill,  in  monitoring  the  siting  pro- 
cess, reviewing  environmental  and  permitting  docu- 
ments, mobilizing  political  opposition  and  mounting 
legal  opposition. 

These  "opposition  costs"  are  true  costs  to  society  of 
landfill  siting  and  should  not  be  ignored .  By  estimating 
these  costs,  they  can  be  added  to  the  explicit,  capital- 
ized costs  to  give  policy  makers  a  more  accurate 
measure  of  the  true  social  cost  of  landfills. 

This  study  is  NOT  site  specific.  It  addresses  the 
generalized  process  of  the  siting  of  landfills  near 
populated  areas.  However,  the  estimation  methodol- 
ogy can  be  applied  to  specific  situations,  as  it  is  in  this 
I     study,  to  the  Santa  Clarita  Valley. 
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To  place  the  study  in  proper  context,  it  is  necessary  to 
delineate  the  cost  categories  that  ARE  captured  and 
reflected  explicitly  in  the  capitalized  cost  of  the  landfill 
and  to  distinguish  those  costs  that  are  NOT. 


Discussion  of  Externalities 

Landfills  pose  the  risk  of  impacting  surrounding  areas 
in  several  undesirable  ways:  air  pollution,  ground  and 
surface  water  pollution  and  noise  are  examples.  These 
negative  effects  that  spill  over  to  neighboring  areas  are 
known  as  "externalities".  The  term  "externality"  is 
appropriate  for  two  reasons;  first,  because  these  effects 
extend  beyond  and  are  "external"  to  the  landfill  site 
itself  and  secondly  because  the  costs  of  these  impacts, 
(in  the  absence  of  a  regulatory,  legal  or  market  mecha- 
nism) are  "external"  to  the  landfill  owner/operator. 
When  the  landfill  owner  does  not  have  to  pay  for,  or 
cover,  the  costs  of  pollution,  those  costs  have  no  influ- 
ence upon  (are  "external"  to)  his  decision  making 
process. 

It  was  to  remedy  this  problem  of  externalities  that 
legislation  such  as  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act  (CEQA)  was  enacted.  The  EIR  process  of 
CEQA  (along  with  land  use  entitlement  and  technical 
permitting)  is  an  explicit  effort  to  "internalize"  the 
environmental  costs  that  were  previously  external  to 
the  land  use  decision  making  process.  A  brief,  simpli- 
fied example  will  illustrate  the  effects  on  the  economic 
decision  making  process. 

In  a  pre-CEQA  world,  a  landfill  owner  could  pollute 
the  groundwater  of  his  neighbor  without  having  to 
consider  (pay  for)  the  cost  of  polluted  groundwater. 
The  cost  of  polluted  groundwater  would  not  need  to 
be  covered  by  landfill  revenues  (tipping  fees).  The 
benefits  of  the  landfill,  as  measured  by  revenues, 
would  not  need  to  cover  the  full  social  cost  because  the 
groundwater  pollution  costs  were  not  included  in  the 
cost/benefit  decision-making.  Social  costs  would 
exceed  social  benefits  because  the  presence  of  exter- 
nalities distorted  the  decision  making  process. 

In  a  post-CEQA  world,  the  risk  of  groundwater  pol- 
lution would  be  identified  prior  to  landfill  siting. 
Mitigation  measures  that  would  reduce  the  risk  of 
groundwater  pollution  would  be  imposed  on  the 


landfill,  for  example  lining  the  site  with  a  clay  and  geo- 
textile  liner.  The  cost  of  mitigating  the  externality,  the 
clay  liner,  then  becomes  "internalized",  that  is,  an 
explicit  cost  that  is  included  in  the  landfill  owner's 
economic  decision  making  process.  Internalization  of 
the  externality  cost  (here,  the  cost  of  the  liner  to  miti- 
gate groundwater  pollution)  allows  the  individual 

decision  maker  -to  more  accurately  compare  social 
benefits  (revenues)  with  the  true  costs  associated  with 
the  landfill.  The  opportunity  to  consider  all  socially 
relevant  costs  allows  for  optimal  resource  allocation. 

The  CEQA-Iand  use  entitlement — technical  permit- 
ting process  of  siting  landfills  (CEQA  process  for 
short)  is  designed  to  internalize  such  potential  exter- 
nalities of  landfills  as: 

•  Air  pollution 

•  Methane  gas  migration 

•  Water  pollution 

•  Noise 

•  Light  and  glare 

•  Traffic  congestion 

These  externalities  relate  to  the  physical  environment. 
There  are  other  externalities,  relating  to  the  political, 
regulatory  and  legal  environment,  that  are  NOT  cap- 
tured and  internalized  by  the  present  landfill  siting 
process.  It  is  these  latter  externalities  that  are  the 
subject  of  this  study. 


Opposition  Cost  Externalities 

Because  externalities  in  the  physical  environment  can 
be  mitigated,  but  not  eliminated,  environmental  risk 
and  the  perception  of  risk  still  remain.  It  is  this 
perceived  risk  that  elicits  effort  by  the  "neighbors"  of 
proposed  landfills  to  oppose,  or  more  extensively 
condition,  the  siting  of  landfills  in  their  area  or  "neigh- 
borhood". 

Efforts  to  oppose  or  more  extensively  condition  the 
siting  of  a  landfill  can  be  categorized  as  follows: 

(next  page) 
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Citizens  Group's  Efforts 

Time  spent  attending  meetings 
Contacting  politicians 
Mailing  letters 
Canvassing  neighborhoods 
Retaining  experts 
Telephone  calling 
Retaining  legal  counsel 

Municipalities'  Efforts 

Utilization  of  staff  time 
Retaining  experts 
Retaining  legal  counsel 
Informing  constituents 

Pprmitting  Agencies'  Efforts 

Staff  time  spent  in:  Reviewing 

and  processing  permits,  applications, 

environmental  documents. 


Unlike  the  physical  externalities  (like  water  pollution) 
that  are  internalized  by  CEQA,  these  opposition  ef- 
forts are  externalities  that  are  never  (under  current 
institutional  arrangements)  internalized.  Because 
they  are  costs  incurred  by  the  "other"  side,  these 
externalities  are  never  made  explicit  to  the  potential 
landfill  owner/operator.  Thus  they  never  become 
part  of  the  owner's  decision  making  process.  The 
projected  benefits  of  the  landfill  never  need  to  "cover" 
these  costs  -  because  they  are  excluded  from  the  analy- 
sis. Thev  are  true  externaLities. 


Even  though  not  reflected  on  the  balance  sheet  of  the 
landfill  owner,  opposition  costs  are  true  costs  to  soci- 
ety. This  externality  problem,  as  in  the  groundwater 
pollution  example  above,  leads  to  distorted  waste 
management  decisions.  From  a  social  point  of  view, 
too  manv  resources  will  be  directed  to  investment  in 
landfills  and  too  few  directed  to  other  waste  manage- 
ment options. 

Although  no  institutional  arrangement  (such  as  the 
CEQA  process)  exists  to  internalize  these  costs,  an 
estimate  of  the  range  of  these  costs  can  be  presented  to 
publicly  elected  decision  makers  for  incorporation  in 
their  decision  making  process.  Further  information 
about  the  true  social  cost  of  landfill  siting  will  contrib- 
ute to  the  enhancement  of  this  decision  making  pro- 
cess. 
| 

Table  G  clarifies  the  distinction  between  the  types  of 
costs  considered  by  this  study  and  those  excluded 
from  consideration  because  they  are  already  inter- 
nalized by  the  CEQA  process. 


IV.  THE  LANDFILL  SITING  PROCESS 

A  lengthy  and  complex  regulatory  process  governs 
the  siting  of  landfills.  The  three  major  components  of 
this  process  are:  1)  the  CEQA/E1R  process,  2)  the  land 
use  entitlement  process,  and  3 )  the  technical  opera  ting 
permit  process.  Each  component  plays  a  role  in  inter- 
nalizing the  externality  effects  upon  the  physical  envi- 
ronment. Simultaneously,  each  stage  of  the  process  is 
a  nexus  with  the  opposition  efforts.  At  each  stage  of 
the  process,  opposition  groups  can  interject  them- 


TABLE  G 

TYPES  OF  COSTS 


Types  of  Costs  Examined 

True  Externalities: 

Citizen's  Groups  Opposition  Efforts, 

e.g.,  Sierra  Club 
'Municipalities' Opposition  Efforts, 

e.g.,  litigation  of  EIR  by  City 
• .  Permitting  Agencies  Review  Efforts, 

e.g.,  AQMD  permit  process,  RWQCB  permit 

process 


Types  of  Costs  Excluded 

Internalized  Through  CEQA  Process: 

•  Air  Pollution  Mitigation  Measures 

•  Traffic  Congestion  Mitigation  Measures 

•  Water  Pollution  Mitigation  Measures 
.•  Visual  Impacts  Mitigation  Measures 

•  Noise  Pollution  Mitigation  Measures 

•  Methane  Migration  Mitigation  Measures 
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selves  and  in  so  doing  expend  resources  that  comprise 
the  social  costs  that  escape  capture  and  measurement. 

A  brief  outline  description  of  each  stage  of  the  siting 
process  is  as  follows: 

Thp  F.TR  Process: 

•  Initial  Study 

•  Notice  of  Preparation 

•  DRAFT  EIR  (DE1R) 

•  Public  Review  of  DEIR 
.  Final  EIR 

•  Consideration  and  Approval  of  EIR  by  deci- 
sion making  body 

The  Land  Use  Entitlement  Process: 

General  Plan  Amendment/Conditional  Use  Permit/ 
Zoning  Change 

•  Submittal  of  Application 

•  Staff  Review 

•  Public  Hearing 

•  Planning  Commission  Action 

•  Appeal  to  Board  of  Supervisors 

•  Public  Hearing 

•  Board  of  Supervisor  Action 


V.  DESCRIPTION  OF  OPPOSITION 
GROUPS  CITIZENS'  GROUPS 

As  preliminary  studies  of  landfill  sites  are  made  and  as 
the  land  use  entitlement  and  CEQA  process  are  initi- 
ated, members  of  the  communities  near  study  sites 
become  aware  of  the  potential  landfill.  As  awareness 
and  intensity  of  opposition  increase,  individuals  coa- 
lesce into  groups  in  order  to  translate  opposition  feel- 
ings into  action.  Their  efforts  are  directed  to  political 
pressureupon  elected  officials  and  participa  Lion  i  n  the 
land  use  entitlement-CEQA-permitting  process. 
Typical  activities  and  expenses  of  these  groups  in- 
clude: 


Attendance  of  public  meetings 

Holding  group  meetings 

Telephone  expenses 

Photocopy  expenses 

FAX  expense 

Letter  writing  campaigns 

Printing  expense 

Canvass  of  neighborhoods 

Advertising  expense 

Travel  expense 

Retention  of  technical  experts 

Retention  of  legal  counsel 


RAILROAD 
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Technical  Operating  Permit  Process: 

Air  Qualitv  Management  District,  Regional  Water 
Quality  Control  Board,  County  Department  of  Health 
Services,  California  Integrated  Waste  Management 
Board: 

•  Permit  Application 

•  Staff  Review 

•  Public  Hearing 

•  Agency  Action 

Opponents  expend  resources  in  monitoring  each  step 
of  the  process,  putting  pressure  on  politicians,  fur- 
nishing input  to  relevant  agency  staff  and  legally 
challenging  the  propriety  of  the  various  approvals 
required.  Opponents'  specific  activities  are  described 
in  the  next  section. 


Municipalities 

When  community  opposition  is  sufficiently  broad  and 
intense,  the  incorporated  cities  near  the  proposed 
landfill  site  will  take  opposition  action.  The  City 
represents  an  entity  with  an  established  organiza- 
tional structure,  that  will  endure  over  time  and,  per- 
haps most  significantly,  possesses  continuity  of  rev- 
enues to  finance  an  organized  opposition.  The  three 
broad  cost  categories  involved  here  are: 

•  Utilization  of  City  Staff 

•  Retention  of  Technical  Experts 

•  Retention  of  Legal  Experts 
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Efforts  of  Permitting 
and  Review  Agencies 

As  part  of  their  regulatory  duty,  permitting  agencies 
spend  time  reviewing  application  documents  and 
sometimes  imposing  changes  on  the  project.  The 
value  of  staff  time  in  excess  of  the  cost  of  permitting 
fees  charged  to  the  project  is  an  externality  cost  not 
captured  and  attributed  to  the  cost  of  the  landfill. 

VI.   THE  POLITICAL  ECONOMY  OF 
LANDFILL  SITE  SELECTION 
AND  OPPOSITION 

With  the  exception  of  nuclear  reactors  and  toxic  waste 
dumps,  landfills  are  the  "Not  In  My  Backyard" 
(NIMBY)  issue,  par  excellence.  Not  surprisingly, 
WHOSE  backyard  is  chosen  for  the  site  and  WHO  is 
doing  the  choosing  on  behalf  of  WHOM  are  matters  of 
integral  importance  in  assessing  the  probability  of 
opposition  and  the  duration  and  intensity  ot  that 
opposition.  The  interplay  between  city  and  county- 
political  jurisdictions  has  significant  impact  on  the 
outcome  of  siting  decisions. 

Ultimately,  the  siting  of  a  landfill  is  decided  by  pub- 
licly elected  officials.  Publicly  elected  officials  are 
primarily  responsive  to  political  pressure  emanating 
from  their  own  electoral  district.  Recognizing  this,  it 
is  to  be  expected  that  a  county  supervisor  will  vote 
against  the  interests  of  other  county  districts  if  and 
when  the  political  pressure  emanating  from  his  own 
district  is  strong  enough.  While  not  affirmatively 
wishing  to  alienate  constituents  of  other  county  dis- 
tricts, the  supervisor  recognizes  that  no  matter  how 
alienated  a  citizen  from  another  district  is,  that  citizen 
cannot  cast  a  vote  against  him.  In  this  sense,  every 
politician  has  an  incentive  toexporthisdistrict's  waste 
to  some  OTHER  political  jurisdiction.  By  the  same 
token,  a  politician  has  little  incentive  to  accept  into  his 
district  trash  from  another  jurisdiction,  for  no  matter 
how  pleased  the  outsiders  are,  they  cannot  reward  the 
politician  with  a  supporting  vote  at  the  next  election. 

Consistent  with  this  hypothesis,  the  City  of  Los  An- 
geles-owned Lopez  Canyon  landfill  does  not  accept 
waste  from  outside  the  City  of  Los  Angeles.  The  City 
of  Glendale-owned  (operated  by  Sanitation  Districts 
of  L.A.  County)  Scholl  Canyon  landfill  has  restricted 
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reception  of  waste  to  that  generated  by  certain  nearby 
communities. 

The  difference  between  cities  and  counties  in  the  po- 
litical incentives  and  constraints  they  face,  signifi- 
cantly effects  their  land  use  siting  decisions.  Because 
cities  are  geographically  smaller  than  counties  and 
have  higher  population  densities,  political  pressure 
can  be  more  efficiently  organized  and  mobilized  than 
in  the  more  geographically  expansive  and  less  dense 
county.  Thus,  political  forces  militating  against  'he 
si  ting  of  a  land  fill  within  a  city's  limits  will  be  relatively 
more  successful  in  excluding  the  landfill  than  will 
political  forces  at  work  in  unincorporated  areas  oi  the 
county. 

The  recent  experience  of  landfills  considered  for  L.A. 
City  and  unincorporated  L.A.  County  substantially 
confirm  this  hypothesis.  In  brief,  within  the  City, 
political  forces  have  been  able  to  stop  the  siting  of 
landfills  by  exerting  political  pressure  on  City  Hall. 
Thus  the  need  for  legal  challenge  through  the  EIK  - 
land  use  entitlement-operating  permit  process  is 
eliminated.  Table  H  shows  the  outcomes  of  some 
proposed  sites. 

The  other  landfill  sites  still  "tin  the  table",  Elsmere 
Canyon,  Towslev  Canyon,  Blind  Canyon  and  Browns 
Canyon  are  all  in  unincorporated  County. 

Everyone  in  L.A.  County  wants  his  waste  to  be  disposed 
of  somewhere.  Yet  no  one  wants  it  in  his  backyard. 
Given  the  apparent  ability  and  willingness  ol  cities  to 
prevent  landfill  siting  within  city  boundaries,  the 
political  issue  is  largely  relegated  to  the  county  board 
of  supervisors.  Each  supervisor  has  an  incentive  to 
export  his  district's  trash  elsewhere,  while  preventing 
the  importation  of  trash  into  his  district.  Under  this 
incentive  system,  it  is  predictable  that  landfills  will  be 
cited  in  the  geographically  largest,  least  population- 
dense  supervisorial  districts.  And  experience  bears 
this  out:  in  Table  I,  the  preponderance  of  existing 
landfills  is  located  in  the  1  st  and  5th  districts  -  the  two 
largest  and  least  dense. 

The  proposed  future  sites,  with  the  exception  of  Mis- 
sion-Rustic-Sullivan (which  realistically  appears  to  be 
a  dead  issue)  are  all  in  the  unincorporated  portions  of 
the5thdistrict,thegeographicallylargestinthecounty. 
However,  the  political  opposition  that  may  emanate 
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TABLE  H 

STATUS  OF  PREVIOUS  LANDFILL  SITING  EFFORTS 


Proposed  Site  Within 
City  of  Los  Angeles 

Toy  on  II 


La  Tuna  Canyon 


Mission-Rustic-Sullivan 


LA.  City  Portion  of  North 
Valley  Landfill       -„i 


from  the  5th  District  is  dissipated  over  the  broader 
electoral  base  of  the  other  four  districts. 

Districts  1  -4,  responding  to  the  political  incentives  and 
constraints  in  the  system,  effectively  combine  to  ex- 
port their  districts'  wastes  to  district  5.  This  outcome 
would  appear  to  be  a  politically  stable  one,  in  that 
there  appears  to  be  no  effective  way  to  transla  te  oppo- 
sitions in  one  district  into  effective  political  pressure 
that  will  change  the  vote  of  the  other  four  districts. 


TABLE  I 

LOCATION  OF  MAJOR  LANDFILLS 
IN  LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY* 


Puente  Hills 

Spadra 

Azusa  Western 

BKK 

None 

None 

None 

Scholl  Canyon    '. 

Lopez  Canyon 

Bradley  West 

North  Valley 

Calabasas      . 

Ghiquita  Canyon 


1st  District 
1st  District 
1  st  District 
1  st  District 
2nd  District 
3rd  District 
4th  District 
5th  District 
5th  District 
5th  District 
5th  District 
5th  District 
5th  District 


1  Prior  to  court-imposed  Te-districting 


Outcome 

1985  EIR  refused  certification 
by  City  Council;  project  stopped. 

City  Council  designated  area 
as  open  space  to  be  presen/ed. 
Project  abandoned. 

Land  use  permit  denied  by  City 
Council.  Project  halted.  Little 
prospect  of  progress. 

CUP  will  expire  Sept.  1991  and 
.  all  renewal  applications  have 
been  denied  by  City. 


However,  the  presence  of  an  incorporated  city  near  a 
proposed  landfill  site,  has  a  potentially  major  impact 
on  the  ultimate  cost  of  siting. 

An  incorporated  city  provides  the  nexus  which  an 
unincorporated  area  lacks,  around  which  opposition 
forces  can  gather  and  organize  themselves.  The  city 
provides  political  continuity  to  opposition  efforts  and 
perhaps  more  significantly,  has  a  revenue  stream  that 
can  be  appropriated  to  finance  opposition  efforts  over 
an  extended  period  of  time.  A  high  degree  of  commu- 
nity opposition  can  be  translated  into  a  high  degree  of 
consensus  in  that  city's  city  council. 

Even  though  a  citv  achieves  unanimity  in  its  opposi- 
tion to  a  landfill,  there  exists  no  effective  means  of 
translating  that  consensus  on  the  part  of  the  city  into 
the  county  board  of  supervisors'  calculus  of  consent. 
The  same  scenario  of  4  districts  against  one  obtains. 

From  the  perspective  of  the  incentives  facing  the  re- 
spective political  bodies,  there  is  little  if  any  opportu- 
nity for  a  "win-win"  negotiating  situation  to  emerge. 
Each  political  body  faces  a  "win-lose"  scenario  in  that 
any  gain  by  one  side  represents  a  loss  to  the  other. 
Ironically,  each  side  acting  in  its  own  self  interest 
represents  a  "lose-lose"  situation  from 
society's  point  .  r  _r_^--.-^-^j£; 


© 


Printed  on  Recycled  Papti 


II  H  I.M.I.I  M  M  I  I  I  I  I  U  I  I  JA^^^^ 


DOCUMENT  0165 


City  of  Santa  Clarita 


of  view.  Resources  will  be  expended  that  raise  the  cost 
to  society  of  the  landfill. 

City  officials  will  be  motivated  to  expend  resources 
opposing  the  landfill  as  long  as  the  perceived  threat 
persists.  Under  present  circumstances,  the  threat  may 
have  great  longevity.  The  need  to  dispose  of  waste  is 
continuous;  so  is  the  "four  districts  against  one"  out- 
come. The  diverging  interests  of  city  versus  county- 
are  more  likely  to  produce  an  economic  war  of  attri- 
tion than  a  speedy  resolution. 

In  summary,  it  would  appear  that  the  siting  of  a 
landfill  in  the  unincorporated  county  in  the  vicinity  of 
a  city  would  be  the  most  costly  in  terms  of  opposition 
costs.  A  landfill  within  a  city  will  be  effectively  killed 
earlv  in  the  process.  A  landfill  in  the  county,  not  in  the 
vicinity  of  a  city,  would  most  likely  face  a  lower  level 
of  opposition  due  to  lower  population  densities  and 
absence  of  an  organizational  structure  and  revenues 
(i.e.  citv  government)  around  which  to 
organize  opposition. 

But  the  landfill  in  the  unincorporated  county  NEAR 
an  incorporated  city  augurs  the  greatest  amount  of 
opposition.  When  opposition  is  high,  a  city  council 
can  achieve  near  or  total-unanimity  in  its  resolve  to 
oppose  the  landfill.  At  the  same  time,  4  out  of  5 
members  of  the  countv  Board  of  Supervisors,  re- 
sponding to  their  constituents  desires  to  have  their 
waste  disposed,  have  every  incentive  to  site  the  land- 
fill and  are  largely  insulated  politically  from  the  oppo- 
sition pressures  within  the  City.  Thus,  this  final  sce- 
nario carries  the  greatest  probability  of  a  prolonged 
and  costly  opposition  effort. 


VII.  SOCIAL  COST 

DETERMINATION  FACTORS 

The  costs  of  opposition  are  a  function  of  the  duration 
of  the  landfill  siting  process.  Simultaneously,  the 
duration  of  the  landfill  siting  process  is  a  function  of 
the  level  of  opposition. 

In  the  draft  EIR  for  the  Integrated  Solid  Waste  Man- 
agement System  for  Los  Angeles  County,  the  Sanita- 
tion Districts  of  L.  A.  County  indicate  5  to  7  years  as  the 
lead  time  necessary  to  site  a  landfill. 


This  should  be  viewed  as  a  "best  case"  or  shortest  path 
scenario.  Based  on  recent  experience  in  the  siting  of  a 
new  landfill  in  Orange  Countv,  a  "most  likely"  sce- 
nario would  be  in  the  range  of  10-15  years.  More 
intense  opposition  could  cause  further  extensions  oi 
time. 


Citizens'  Groups  Opposition  Costs 

Survevs  of  existing  groups  that  are  active  in  the  oppo- 
sition of  landfills  indicate  that  membership  is  com- 
prised of  three  groups:  1 )  a  small,  intensely  committed 
cadre  willing  to  spend  large  amounts  of  time  and 
personal  funds,  2)  a  larger  group,  highly  committed 
but  constrained  in  amount  of  time  and  money  able  to 
be  expended,  and  3)  the  largest  number  of  members, 
willing  and  able  to  spend  nominal  amounts  of  time  in 
the  opposition  effort. 

The  North  Valley  Coalition  in  the  Northern  San 
Fernando  Valley  has  as  its  main  objective  the  pre- 
vention of  expansion  of  the  existing  Sunshine  Canyon 
Landfill.  The  experience  of  this  group  is  likely  to  be 
representative  of  the  scale  of  opposition  generated  in 
response  to  siting  of  a  new  landfill  in  North  Los 
Angeles  County. 

The  North  Valley  Coalition  has  a  mailing  list  of  over 
400  individuals.  There  are  25  members  who  spend  40 
hours  or  more  per  week  in  opposition  activities.  These 
people  also  incur  an  average  of  56,000  per  year  in 
personal  cash  expenses  in  support  of  their  efforts. 
There  are  another  50  members  who  spend  an  average 
of  1 0  hours  per  week  and  incur  cash  expenses  of  SI  ,000 
per  year.  Finally,  there  are  200  members  who  spend  an 
average  of  2  hours  per  week  and  incur  de  minimis  cash 
expense. 

A  monetary  value  can  be  imputed  to  these  time  ex- 
penditures to  obtain  an  estimate  of  this  social  cost. 
Generally  speaking,  environmental  activism  has  been 
engaged  in  by  people  with  discretionary  time  and 
higher  than  average  educational  status.  These  factors 
correlate  with  higher  than  average  income  levels.  For 
example  65  percent  of  the  households  from  which 
Sierra  Club  members  come  have  white  collar  profes- 
sionals as  the  main  wage  earners.  To  obtain  an  esti- 
mate relevant  to  Santa  Clarita,  adjusted  census  data 
for  the  Santa  Clarita  Valley  area  were  employed.  Be- 
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cause  of  the  expected  predominance  of  white  collar/ 
professional  household  involvement,  an  average  of 
the  upper  30  percent  of  household  incomes  was  used 
to  derive  the  value  of  time.  Average  "opposition 
household"  per  capita  income  was  found  to  be  $28,369 
per  year  in  1991  dollars.  The  premise  of  3.14  persons 
per  household  and  1.5  wage  earners  per  household 
yields  an  hourly  time  value  of  S29.00  per  hour.  Annual 
hours  expended  at  full  effort  levels  were  taken  from 
North  Valley  Coalition  experience. 


25  members  at  40  hrs/wk  = 
50  members  at  10  hrs/wk  = 
200  members  at  2  hrs/wk  = 
Total 


52,000  hours/year 

26,000  hours/year 

20,800  hours/year 

'  98,800  hours/year 


Municipalities'  Opposition  Efforts 

Cities  in  the  vicinity  of  landfill  sites  will  expend  re- 
sources opposing  the  siting.  The  major  expense  items 
are  staff  time,  technical  experts  and  legal  counsel.  The 
amounts  spent  depend  on  the  duration  of  the  siting 
process  and  the  intensity  of  the  opposition.  A  major 
factor  in  extending  the  process  is  legal  challenge  or  am, 
number  of  the  approval  steps  in  the  process. 

As  outlined  above,  the  landfill  siting  process  con>i-:- 
of  three  major  components:    1)  the  CEQA    1 
cess, 


2)  the  land  use  entitlement  proce- 


98,800  hours/year  @  $29.00/hour 

$2,865,200  time  value  per  year  plus 

$200,000  cash  expenditures  per  year 

$3,065,200  per  year 

Opposition  does  not  materialize  instantaneously.  It 
grows  from  a  small  base  to  full  levels  as  the  proposed 
landfill  moves  through  the  siting  process  and  more 
people  become  aware  of  the  project.  Three  possible 
scenarios  of  opposition  growth  were  examined:  A) 


technical  permitting  process.  Each  ot  these  compo- 
nents include  multiple  stages,  each  ot  which  are  po- 
tentially susceptible  of  legal  challenge.  Prior  to  re- 
course to  the  courts  in  challenging  any  step,  the  oppo- 
nent must  exhaust  all  administrative  remedies.  Hms 
opponents  must  devote  time  and  resources  participat- 
ing in  the  entire  process  -  not  just  objecting  to  the  final 
product.  Staff,  experts  and  counsel  are  involved  in  the 
process  long  before  litigation  is  ever  initiated. 

When  le^al  opposition  is  present,  the  process  can 
become  repetitious,  involving  multiple  iterations  of 
the  same  step.  For  example,  the  legal  sufficiency  of  an 
EIR  mav  be  challenged  with  the  result  that  a  new  E1R 


TABLE  1 

CITIZEN  OPPOSITION  COSTS 

Vea,  1  2  LTen'r 

Scenario*   *»»  31.53,600  «£»  ,,065,00  S3.065.00  S3.065.200  33,065,00  S3.065.00  S3  065.00  33.065,00  «£,» 

i=c  Soil  rs  :;gss&£  s&£  ssss  s.«&  1,53,600 «.*»  «,520  Wm»» 


!  Present  Value  of  Citizen  Opposition  Expenses 


Scenario  A:  517,611,844 
Scenario  B:  $15,691,470 
Scenario  C:  $12,146,661 


opposition  materializing  and  growing  rapidly  to  full 
levels  and  maintaining  full  strength  until  the  end  of 
the  premised  10-vear  siting  process,  B)  opposition 
building  more  gradually  to  full  strength  and  remain- 
ing at  full  strength  until  process  completion,  and  C) 
opposition  building  gradually  to  peak  levels,  remain- 
ing high  in  middle  years  and  declining  in  later  years. 
Table  1  displays  the  costs  over  time  and  their  present 
value  in  1991  dollars. 


must  be  prepared  -  requiring  an  iteration  of  that  stage 
of  the  process.  As  time  passes,  the  nature  of  the  project 
may  undergo  a  significant  change  which  may  require 
yet  another  environmental  document,  a  "subsequent 
EIR"  or  a  "supplement  to  an  EIR",  itself  subject  to  legal 
challenge. 

The  same  types  of  iterations  are  possible  in  the  land 
use  entitlement  stage. 


Q> 
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TABLE  2 

LEGAL  OPPOSITION  HIGH  COST  SCENARIO 


10 


Year 

Review  and  Monitor 


$104,000     $104,000    $104,000    5104,000 


$104,000    $104,000     $104,000     $104,000    $104,000     $104,000 


Challenqe  Appeal  Challenge  Appeal  Challenge  Appeal  Challenge  Appeal 

E!R  EIR  LUP  L.U.P.  NewEIR     NewEIR  Permit        Permit 

$84,000       S84.000  $84,000  $84,000  $84,000       $84,000  $84,000       $84,000 

$20,800      $20,800      $37,600      $37,600  $37,600  $37,600  $37,600      S37.600  $37,600      $37,600 

$124,800    $124,800    $225,600    S225.600  $225,600  $225,600  S225.600    $225,600  $225,600    $225,600 
Present  Value  of  Legal  Expenses                              $1 ,402,272 


Technical  Experts 
@  20%  of  Legal 
Total  Expense 


For  example,  a  general  plan  amendment  based  on  a 
challenged  EIR  may  be  overturned  and  need  to  be 
a  ted  later.  Even  the  issuing  of  technical  permits  is 


repea 


not  exempt  from  the  potential  for  1 


eeal  challenge. 


It  is  not  possible  to  forecast  with  precision  how  a  legal 
challenge  will  manifest  itself  and  how  costly  it  will  be 
in  terms  of  time  and  money.  However,  it  is  virtually 
certain  that  an  opposed  project  will  face  legal  challenge. 
More  intense  opposition  inducing  more,  and  more 
prolonged,  legal  struggles.  Based  on  discussion  with 
practitioners  of  environmental  law,  three  scenarios  ot 
low  and  high  opposition  are  presented.  The  scenarios 
are  not  to  be  interpreted  as  forecasts  but  as  reasonable 
examples  of  how  legal  opposition  mav  unfold. 

Tables  2  and  3  highlight  these  costs.  Costs  are  esti- 
mates based  on  discussion  with  practitioners— rec- 
ognizing a  wide  variability  based  on  particular  cir- 
cumstances. 


Table  4  displavs  the  value  of  City  staff  time  and  ex- 
penditures on  outside  technical  consultants.  Esti- 
mates are  based  on  recent  experience  of  the  City  of 
Santa  Clarita. 


Permitting  Agencies'  Review  Efforts 

A  multitude  of  agencies  are  charged  with  responsibil- 
ity relative  to  the  permitting  of  landfills: 

•  County  Regional  Planning 

•  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 

•  Air  Quality  Management  District 

•  County  Department  of  Health  Services 

•  California   Integrated  Waste  Management 
Board 

Other  agencies  may  also  be  involved,  such  as  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  California  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game  and  Los  Angeles  county  Flood  Control 
District. 


TABLE  3 

LEGAL  OPPOSITION  LOW  COST  SCENARIO 


Year                       1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Review  and  Monitor  $31 .000 

$31,000 

$31 .000 

$31,000 

$31,000 

$31,000 

$31 .000 

$31,000 

$31 .000 

$31,000 

.        ...    .,•„•      , 

- 

Challenge 

EIR 

$50,000 

Appeal 
EIR 

$50,000 

Challenge 

L.U.P. 

$50,000 

Appeal 
L.U.P. 

$50,000 

Challenge 
New  EIR 
$50,000 

Appeal 

NewEIR 

$50,000 

Challenge 

Permit 

$50,000 

Appeal 
Permit 
$50,000 

Technical  Experts    $6,200 
@  20%  of  Legal 
Tolal  Expense          $37,200 

$6,200 
$37,200 

$16,200 
$97,200 

$16,200 
$97,200 

$16,200 
$97,200 

$16,200 
$97,200 

$16,200 
$97,200 

$16,200 
$97,200 

$16,200 
$97,200 

$16,200 
$97,200 

Present  Value  of  Legal  Expenses 

$574,211 

9    "j    Prune, 


n  (towled  Par 
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Cost  Comparison  of  Landfills  vs.  Rail  Haul 


TABLE  4 

MUNICIPAL  OPPOSITION  SCENARIO 


Cumulative 


City  Staff  $30,000      S30.000    $30,000    $30,000 

Outside  Experts   S250.000    5250,000  $250,000  $250,000 


$30,000      $30,000      $30,000      $30,000       $30,000      S30  000 
$250,000    $250,000    $250,000     $250  000    $250,000     S250  000 


Total  Expense      $280,000    $280.000.5280,000  $280,000    $280,000    $230,000    5280.000    $280,000    S280.C00    52S0.0CC 
Present  Value  of  Municipal  Expenses  ■   $1,755,895 


Expense 
S3O0.OOO 

52  500.000 
52  800  000 


Professional  personnel  in  these  agencies  review  land- 
fill applications  to  assure  compliance  with  a  variety  of 
technical  criteria.  The  permit  fees  charged  bv  these 
agencies  are  an  explicit  cost  to  any  landfill  project. 
However,  the  value  of  staff  time  not  covered  by  the 
permit  fees  is  an  externality  cost  to  society  of  the 
landfill  that  escapes  capture  and  incorporation  in  the 
landfills  explicit  cost. 

Table  5  highlights  the  estimate  of  these  costs.  It  is 
assumed  that  review  responsibilities  occupy  25  percent 
of  a  professional's  time  for  1  year  with  20  percent  of 
that  time  covered  by  permit  fees,  HO  percent  not  cov- 
ered hence  uncaptured.  The  value  is  based  on  a 
540,000  per  year  salary.  Permitting  staff  involvement 
is  premised  to  begin  in  Year  3  of  the  process. 


Total  Opposition  Costs 

Table  6  shows  the  total  maximum  premised  opposi- 
tion costs,  incorporating  the  high  level  citizen  opposi- 


The  inclusion  of  the  full  social  cost  of  landfills  in  the 
waste  management  decision-making  process  changes 
the  relative  cost  of  competing  options. 

Cost  comparisons  will  be  based  on  the  1  c),sx  Souther;! 
California  Association  of  Governments  (SCAG)  sh.nl  v 
entitled  "The  Feasibility  of  Hauling  Solid  Waste  bv 
Railroad  From  the  San  Gabriel  Vallev  to  Remote  Dis- 
posal Sites."  The  costs  are  those  presented  in  Section 
2,  "The  Economics  of  Solid  Waste."  The  SCAG  study 
used  1987  cost  figures.  To  facilitate  comparison  with 
more  recent  data,  the  19.S7  SCAG  figures  will  be  esca- 
lated to  1990  dollars. 

If  the  social  cost  of  opposition  is  viewed  as  an  up  front 
cost  of  a  new  landfill,  then  those  costs  must  be  amor- 
tized to  make  a  consistent  public  policy  comparison. 
The  SCAG  study  premised  that  for  a  5000  ton  per  day 
operation  (about  the  average  daily  rate  for  L.  A.  County) 
every  SI  million  in  upfront  capital  costs  amortized 
over  twenty  years  at  8  percent  added  an  additional 
6.53  (S.0653)  cents  per  ton. 


TABLE  5 

PERMITTING  AGENCIES  COSTS 


Year 

AQMD 
RWQCB 

County  Planning 
Health  Services 
CIWMB 
Total 


$8,000 

$8,000 

$8,000 

$8,000 

$8,000 

$8,000 

$8,000 

$8,000 

$8,000 

6  7  8 

58.000  $8,000  $8,000 

58.000  $8,000  $8,000 

$8,000  $8,000 


10 


58,000      $8,000      S8.000      $8,000      $8,000  '    $8,000      $8,000 


Cumulative 
Expense 

564.000 

$84,000 

000      $8,000      $8,000      $64,000 

$8,000      $64,000 


$8,000      $3,000 
$8,000      58.000 


$8,000      $8,000,      $8,000      $8,000      58,000  -   $8,000      $8,000      $8,000      $64,000 
$40,000    $40,000    $40,000    $40,000    $40,000    $40,000    $40,000    $40,000    $320,000 

Present  \falue  of  Permitting  Agencies  Expenses  ~  $238,852 


tion^ cost  and  legal  cost  scenarios.  The  present  value 
cost  in  1990  dollars  of  the  total  opposition  is  over  $21 
million. 
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Year 


TABLE  6 

TOTAL  OPPOSITION  COSTS 


1 


s 


10 


Cumulative 
Expense 


Citizen  Opposition  $306,520  $1 .532.600  53.065,200  S3.065.200  S3.065.200  $3,065,200  $3,065,200    33.065,200  $3,065,200  S3.065.200  $26.360. "20 

Legal  Costs  $124,800  $124,800  5225.600  $225,600  $225,600  $225,600  $225,600     ^  $225,600  $225,600  $225,600  I2.054.-t00 

Municipal  Stall' Experts  $280,000  S280.000  $280,000  $280,000  S280.000  3280,000  $280,000      S2S0.OO0  S280.000  $280,000  S2.8S38.C00 

Permitting  Agencies  -  -  $40,000  $40,000  $40,000  $40,000  S40.000        540.000  $40,000  $40,000  $320,030 

T0tai  $711,320  $1,937,400  $3,610,800  $3,610,800  $3,610,800  $3,610,800  $3,610,300    $3,610,800  S3.61G.600  $3,610,300  $31.53-5  170 


Present  Value  of  Total  Opposition  Costs 


$21,189,341 


1 


1 


1 
I 

I 

I 


Utilizing  the  same  methodology,  the  S21  million  of 
social  cost  adds  SI. 37  per  ton  to  the  SCAG  estimate  of 
new  landfill  costs: 


New  Landfill  Cost 
(1990S) 
S/Ton 

S23.15 


New  Landfill  With 

Full  Social  Cost 

(1990  $) 

S/Ton 

$24.52 


The  addition  of  the  social  cost  of  opposition  makes  the 
option  of  a  new  landfill  h  percent  more  costly  from 
society's  point  of  view.  It  also  makes  the  option  of  rail 
haul  less  costlv  on  a  relative  basis. 


The  Rose  Institute  Public  Opinion  Survey 

In  November  1990,  the  Rose  Institute  for  State  and 
Local  Government  of  Claremont  McKenna  College 
conducted  a  public  opinion  survey  to  deter- 
mine people's  attitude  on  a  variety  of  disposal 
methods.  The  survey  consisted  of  a  random 
sampling  of  S00  telephone  interviews 
throughout  cities  in  the  San  Gabriel  Valley. 
Generally,  people  indicated  a  willingness  to  pay 
higher  disposal  rates  and  utilize  disposal  capacity 
in  the  desert  via  rail  haul. 


RAILROAD 

X 

CROSSING 


When  questioned  about  different  types  of  regula- 
tion meant  to  promote  a  more  comprehensive  waste 
management  plan,  a  majority  of  the  people  were 
willing  to  participate.    The  questions  regarding 


regulation  consisted  of  asking  people  how  willing 
they  would  be  to  participate  in  mandatory  curbside 
recycling,  composting  in  their  own  backyard,  a  pro- 
gressive payment  schedule  (the  more  you  throw  a  way, 
the  more  you  pay),  and  delivery  of  unused  household 
hazardous  waste  to  a  central  community  location. 
When  asked  what  tvpe  of  disposal  method  they  thought 
would  be  best,  40  percent  chose  waste-by-rail,  27 
percent  chose  incineration,  and  19  percent  chose 
landfilling.  Furthermore,  21  percent  of  those  who 
responded  indicated  a  willingness  to  pay  as  much  as 
twenty  dollars  more  a  month  to  sponsor  a  waste-by- 
rail  system. 

The  respondents  also  voted  overwhelmingly  against 
new  landfills  in  their  neighborhood  or  expansion  of 
current  landfills.  This  survey  suggests  people  are 
readv  to  participate  seriously  in  a  waste  management 
plan  requiring  efforts  in  the  individual  households.  It 
also  suggests  that  the  waste-by-rail  concept  may  be  an 
alternative  with  increasing  public  support. 

Thus,  a  cost  differential  between  rail  haul  and  conven- 
tional landfills  should  not  be  viewed  as  an  insuperable 
obstacle.  And  in  light  of  full  social  costs  and  the 
scarcity  premium  of  landfills,  the  cost  gap  is  much 
narrower  than  previously  considered  and  is  rapidly 
closing. 

This  Study  was  funded  by  the  City  of  Santa 
Clarita.  For  more  information,  please  contact 
Ms.  Hazel  Joanes  at  (805)  255-4970. 
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United  States 
Department  of 
Agriculture 


Soil 

Conservation 

Service 


215  South  Hickory,  Suite  126 
Escondido,  CA  92025 
Phone:   (619)   489-1959 

October  21,  1991 


MINE  RECLAMATION  CORPORATION 
3179  Temple  Avenue,  Suite  29 
Pomona,  California  91768 

SMITH,  PERONI,  &  FOX,  PLANNING  CONSULTANTS   INC 
980  East  Tahquitz  Way,  Suite  C 
Palm  Springs,  California  92262 

Dear  Sirs: 


All  the  questions  EXCEPT  ONE  that  remained  unanswered  by  the 
proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Environmental  Impact  Report 
have  been  answered  by  the  Specific  Plan  $252.   The  exception 
is  the  IN-TOMBING  of  the  Trash  in  the  Landfill .   Thlin- 
tombmg  of  the  trash  is  due  to  the  lack  of  oxygen.   Aerobic 
type  organisms,  such  as  bacterium,  are  needed  to  facilitate 
the  decay  of  and  break  down  of  the  trash. 

Page  IV-35  of  Eagle  Mountain  Specific  Plan  #252  discusses 
t»t  ,*!!,  y'  intermediate,  and  final  landfill  covers  and  page 
VI-2  Glossary  -  "Landfill  Cover  -  Low-permability  compacted 
soil  placed  over  completed  sections  of  a  landfill  to 
minimize  percolation  of  surface  waters  through  the  refuse 
and  prevent  scavenging";  NO  consideration  has  been  given  to 
the  need  for  oxygen  to  facilitate  decomposition  of  the 
landfill  material.   Excavations  of  older  soil  covered 
landfills  has  found  a  significant  lack  of  decay  of  the 
trash. 

Therefor  consideration  should  be  given  to  how  to  supply  the 
needed  OXYGEN  to  the  trash  decaying  organisms  under  the  soil 
cap.   if  the  trash  does  not  decay  in  the  landfill,  the 
result  will  be  in-tombed  trash. 

Respectfully, 


TIMOTHY  D.  CATTRON 
Area  Conservationist 


cc:   Sam  Asian,  SCS,  Indio 

Luana  Kiger,  SCS,  Davis 
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September  20,  1991 


United  States  Department 
•  of  the  Interior 
>-  gj  Bureau  of  Land  Management 


CM 


County  of  Riverside, 
State  of  California 
County  Planning  Department 
4080  Lemon  Street,  9th  Fir. 
Riverside,  CA  92507 
Attm  David  Mares 


>>^    ■?>       r;;*  63-500  Garnet  Ave.,  Box  2000 

£^   '    8?R'  Palm  Springs,  CA  92258-2000 
ocTAttn*  Marianne  Wetzel 

W)  F®*1'  wo  Dollie  Irwin  Patsy  Mahoney        Carolyn  Toenies 

ff-TW   «   5=?  ^20  N.  Morongo  Ave.  4441  Mockingbird  Ln.   I863  Park  Drive 

^ t   B!HH?lnS'  CA  Banning,  CA  Palm  Springs,  CA 

~5  92220  92220  92262 


SUBJECT.  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement/Report,  Specific  Plan  No.  252,  Zone  Change  No. 
5499,  County  General  Plan  No.  209,  SCH  No.  8908413  July  1991 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  review  and  comment/question  the 
subject  DEIS/R  and  proposed  plan  and  zoning  changes.  We,  as  long  time 
residents/citizens  of  Riverside  County  look  forward  to  honest  and 
open  answers  to  our  concerns  in  the  Final  EIS/R  and  documents.  We  re- 
quest that  you  mail  copies  to  each  of  the  above  addresses. 

At  this  time,  and  for  the  record,  we  would  like  to  state  emphatically 
that  we  oppose  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project.  The 
meager  financial  gain  from  a  project  of  this  magnitude,  for  over  100 
years,  could  in  no  way  justify  the  enormous  proven  costs  to  the  envir- 
onmental, human  and  aesthetic  well  being  of  Riverside  County  and  its 
present  and  future  residents  and  visitors.  Time  and  inclination  did  not 
permit  the  gathering  of  signatures  for  a  No  Landfill  petition.  It  has 
been  our  experience  that  officials  pay  no  attention  whatsoever  to 
petitions,  no  matter  the  number  of  signators.  We  would  like  to  state 
for  the  record  however,  that  no  one,  not  neighbors,  friends,  family, 
residents  of  Riverside  County,  and  others,  approves  of  the  project. 
We  urge  you,  therefore,  our  Riverside  County  elected  officials  and  our 
public  employees,  to  find  for  a  No  Action  Alternative,  as  stated  on 
page  75  of  the  DEIS/R  and  to  advise  the  metropolitan  southern  Calif- 
ornia communities  to  solve  their  own  refuse  problems.  Charity  begins 
at  home.' 

On  September  25,  1989  we  submitted  a  letter  and  numbered  comments  to 
be  addressed  in  the  draft  documents  (appendix,  Volume  I  of  II).  After 
review  of  the  Draft  DEIS/R  we  now  ask  you  to  elaborate  on  the  following  1 

contd.  page  2 
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1.    Since  the  two  volumes  of  Appendix  to  the  DEIS/R  are  an  in- 
trinsic part  of  the  whole,  why  were  they  not  mailed  to  the 
interested  parties?  Note t  (for  the  record)  The  Final  EIS/R 
is  the  only  document  of  record  examining  the  environmental 
impacts  of  the  project,  including  public  comment.  Public  com- 
ments and  questions,  with  official  responses,  should  be  con- 
tained as  a  whole  for  easy  public  reference  and  not  referred 
to  other  sources  as  they  are  not  readily  available  or  access- 
able.  This  is  especially  vital  and  important  because  of  the 
ongoing  adverse  impacts  of  this  project  on  the  residents  of 
Riverside  County  for  over  100  years  if  this  project  is  app- 
roved. 


2 

2, 

3 

3. 

4 

k. 

5 

5° 

S 

6, 

7 

7. 

8 

8. 

I 


1 


Who  initiated  this  project?  Give  names,  dates,  in  detail  please. 

For  what  purpose  was  this  project  initiated?  Explain  in  detail. 

At  what  date,  and  by  whom  was  this  project  presented  to  River- 
side County? 

Name  the  body/commission/board/official  to  whom  the  original 
proposal  was  presented  and  the  date  and  response. 

At  what  date  and  by  what  means  were  Riverside  County  residents 
first  apprised  of  this  project. 

Who  will  benefit  most  by  this  project? 

Give  the  history  of  the  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation.  Show 
date  of  incorporation;  financial  worths  past,  present  and 
future  projects  (planned)  by  name, .location  and  dates  of  oper- 
ation! environmental  record  of  each  location;  cite  abuses,  if 
any,  of  regulations,  violations,  reprimands,  fines  levied,  op- 
erations/licenses/permits denied  (where,  when,  why),  lawsuits, 
or  other  circumstances  of  present  or  past  performance  showing 
environmental  concern,  including  financial  responsibility  for 
mishap.  Is  Mine  Reclamation  a  part  of  Kaiser  Steel  Corp. /Resources? 

Is  the  Kaiser  Steel  Corporation  Retiree's  Benefit  Trust  affi- 
liated/associated with  Kaiser  Steel  Resources,  Inc.?  Are 
Kaiser  Permanente  Medical  facilities  affiliated/associated  with 
one  or  both  of  the  afore  mentioned  entities? 


:;x; 


m 


10  10.   Give  the  current  financial  status  of  the  Kaiser  Steel  Corp. 

Retiree's  Benefit  Trust  and  other  Kaiser  groups/plans  serving 
the  approximate  3500  former  Kaiser  steel  workers.  Show  how 
the  proposed  project  will/will  not  benefit  members  and  officers 
and  tell  if  the  proposed  project  was  initiated  for  the  purpose 
of  propping  up  the  Trust ^specifically  and  Ksiser  Inc.  in  general. 

11  11.   Will  Kaiser  Retirees  benefit  in  any  way  from  project  approval 

and  subsequent  operation  of  the  facility?  Explain  in  detail  and 
show  projected  benefits. 

12  12.   Explain  the  circumstances  of  the  recent  Board  of  Supervisors 

acceptance  of  a  $25,000  community  service  grant  from  Kaiser 
Permanente  Riverside  Medical  Center  to  the  county  Health  Depart- 
ment to  subsidize  tuberculosis  testing  and  follow-up  clinics. 
List  past  contributions  to  Riv.  Co.  from  all  Kaiser  facilities, 
contd.  on  page  3 
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Was  the  "Memorandum  of  Understanding"  with  Mine  Reclamation 
Corporation  by  the  Riverside  County  Board  of  Supervisors  the 
first  step  to  set  the  proposed  Landfill  Project  in  motion'' 
Had  any  steps  been  taken  regarding  CEQA,  the  BLM  swap,  re- 
quests for  general  plan  and  zoning  changes,  permit  application 
or  notices  of  intent  prior  to  the  Board's  action?  Justify  the 
memorandum,  in  detail  please.  Include  in  the  Final  EIS/R* 
minutes  of  meetings,  letters  and/or  accompaning  notes  to  and 
from  Mine  Reclamation  Corp.  by  the  Board  showing  discussion, 
voting  and  also  a  copy  of  the  memorandum  of  understanding.  To 
this  a  common  practice  of  the  Board  when  a  controversial  business 
project  seeks  approval  and  location  in  Riverside  County'' 
Would  the  proposed  Landfill  Project  have  progressed  as  far  to 
date  without  this  memorandum  of  understanding?  Explain  in 
detail  please.  Please  explain  precedent  for  authority. 

Since,  and  including  1989,  how  many  such  agreements/under- 
standings between  business  and  the  Board  have  occurred? 

We  would  like  to  request  at  this  time,  and  for  the  record, 
that  all  testimony  by  Kaiser  Retirees  who  have  been  bussed 
to  public  hearings  and  voiced  approval  to  the  proposed 
project  for  pure,  personal  gain,  be  disregarded  as ^pertinent 
testimony  to  the  serious  environmental  considerations  at  hand. 

Governor  George  Deukmejian  and  legislative  leaders  tentativ- 
ely agreed  on  9-5-1989  to  include  incineration  as  part  of  a 
long  term  strategy  to  reduce  solid  waste  in  California  by  50# 
before  the  year  2000.  Show  concrete,  lawful  assurance  and 
guarantee  that  incineration  will  not  now,  or  at  some  future 
date  become  an  operation  of  this  proposed  project,  or  others 
for  the  entire  area/period  of  the  project  including  closing  ' 
and  post  closure  since  Riverside  County  will  be  the  maior 
holder  of  California  trash  if  this  project  is  approved.  Cite 
city,  county,  state  and  federal  regulations,  codes,  etc.  that 
will  assure  a  no  incineration  status. 

How  can  this  project  possibly  be  considered  for  approval  at 
this  time,  by  local,  state  and  federal  agencies,  and  the  public, 
when  the  waste  transfer  stations,  possibly  the  greatest  immed- 
iate adverse  impact  to  cities  and  the  population  at  large  with 
probable  proximity  to  residential  and/or  environmentally  sen- 
sitive areas,  have  not  been  addressed  in  the  environmental 
studies  and  the  locations  have  not  as  yet  been  determined.  Is 
it  the  intention  of  this  proposed  project  to  "blackmail"  the 
public  into  approval  of  such  stations  after  the  proposed  pro- 
ject is  approved  for  operation  and  the  stations  become  vital 
to  the  process?  Is  there  a  "secret"  plan  for  Los  Angeles,  San 
Diego,  Orange  and  other  county  trash  to  be  separated  at  sites 
in  Riverside  County  or  will  trains  be  fully  loaded  and  sealed 
upon  entering  Riverside  County?  We  oppose  consideration  of  app- 
roval of  any  environmental  documents  (CEQA)  or  local,  county 
state  or  federal  transfers  and  permits  until  a  complete  plan 
becomes  a  part  of  the  documents  of  record,  showing  exact  loc- 
ations and  impacts. 

Municipal  waste  is  known  to  contain  toxic  and  hazardous  mat- 
erials, industrial,  hospital  and  other  medical  wastes  and 
radioactive  wastes.  Explain  the  process  planned  for  the  pro- 

■  contd.  on  page  4 
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18.  contd.  -cessing  and  transfer  stations  since  their  operation 
must  be,  and  should  have  been, -a  vital  part  of  this  document. 
Surely  locations  have  been  discussed  and  procedure  planned. 
By  what  method  will  the  refuse  be  separated,  identified  and 
processed  for  transport.  Describe  in  detail  what  will  become 
of  separated  toxic  and  hazardous  materials  including  radio- 
active materials,  how  long  will  they  be  stored  at  the  stations, 
by  what  means  and  how  will  they  be  transferred  and  to  where? 
Even  though  you  say  that  separate  environmental  studies  will 
be  made  for  each  station,  we  believe  that  you  must  show  the 
proposed  locations  for  each  and  every  station  that  you  deem 
necessary  for  your  Eagle  Mountain  Project,  as  proposed,  in  this 
the  document  of  record.  Will  owner/management/employee  be  the 
parent  Eagle  Mountain  Project  or  will  these  stations  be  a  sub- 
contractor operation?  Name  companies,  and  show  permit,  regula- 

ion,  etc.  necessary  and  under  which  jurisdiction/s?  Name  all 
operations  of  the  project  that  will  use  sub-contractors  and 
name  the  companies  known  at  this  time. 

19.  Describe  in  detail  the  monitoring  systems  proposed  for  the 
processing  and  transfer  stations. 

20.  Will  chemical  or  other  repellents  be  used  for  any  operation _ 
or  process  of  the  proposed  project?  Will  pesticides  be  requir- 
ed for  insect  and  rodent  control?  Will  pesticides  be  used,  or 
planned  to  be  used,  on  containers,  rail  cars,  at  collection, 
separation  and  loading  sites  and/or  the  dump  site?  Please  de- 
scribe in  detail. 

21.  What  provisions  for  storage,  handling  and  transport  at  the 
actual  site  and  its  operations  at  Eagle  Mountain  have  been 
planned/made  for  toxic  and  hazardous  materials  including  all 
classes  of  waste  and  radioactive  materials  in  the  event  that 
these  prohibited  materials  are  undetected  at  previous  check- 
points? Show  each  procedure  for  each  class  and  give  estimate 
of  totals  for  day,  month  and  year.  How  long  held  and  where  to? 

22.  Authority  is  granted  by  Congress  in  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  or 
the  directive  in  the  Low  Level  Radioactive  Waste  Amendments 
of  1985  for  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  (NRC)  to  de- 
regulate radioactive  materials.  Radioactive  materials  will  not 
be  permitted  in  the  waste  stream,  IV.  Environmental  Conseque- 
nces,  B. Public  Health  and  Safety,  No.  1,  Page  332  of  the  DEIS/R. 
Explain  in  detail  how  radioactive  materials  will  be  -handled  by 
this  project  if  BRC,  the  deregulation  of  radioactive  materials 
to  "Below  Regulatory  Concern"  becomes  policy  by  the  NRC  or 

the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)?  We  oppose  BRC  and 
wish  to  know  how  you  will  handle  this  matter.  Will  radioactive 
materials  be  prohibited  for  the  life  of  the  project,  closing 
and  post  closure? 

23.  It  has  been  alleged  that  Kaiser,  in  previous  operations  at  the 
proposed  project  site  or  surrounding  areas,  may  have  impro- 
perly and  illegaly  disposed  of  radioactive  materials  on  its 
own  site.  Name  where,  when  and  by  whom  this  has  been  alleged. 
Cite  allegations  and  responses  to  allegations.  Give  response 
to  this  question,  "Have  any  radioactive  materials  ever  been 
present  at  the  proposed  site  or  surrounding  areas?"  If  so, 
name  radionuclides  and/or  isotopes  and  tell  date  and  circum- 

contd.  on  page  5 
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contd.  -stances  of  presence,  by  name  of  nuclide/isotope  and 
quantity  and  removal,  by  name  of  nuclide/isotope  and  quantity. 

Cite  any  other  allegations  of  improper  burial  or  incineration 
of  wastes  including  toxic  and  hazardous  wastes,  by  Kaiser  in 
previous  operations  at  the  proposed  site,  and  give  responses. 

Will  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  accede  to  Riverside  County 
residents  demands  that  a  24-hour  monitoring  camera  system  for 
each  operation  of  the  proposed  landfill  project  be  put  in  place 
at  inception  through  post  closure  and  available  to  the  public 
for  inspection  at  all  times  to  insure  compliance  of  environ- 
mental and  other  standards  and  regulations  if  this  project  is 
approved  for  operation.  We  also  request  that  monitoring  tapes 
be  stored  properly  and  made  available  for  a  reasonable  time 
past  post  closure. 

What  plans  and  actions  are  being  implemented  to  clean  up  the 
PCBs  and  hazardous  waste  alleged  to  be  already  present  in 
East  Pit  of  the  proposed  project,  before  operations  begin  if 
the  project  is  approved? 

Describe  in  detail  responsibility  and  liability  of  Mine  Re- 
clamation Corp. ,  Southern  Pacific  Transportation  Co. ,  Western 
Waste  Industries,  Kaiser  Steel  Resourses,  Southern  Pacific  and 
Santa  Fe  Railway,  San  Gaberiel  Association  of  Governments  and 
other  cities  and  associations,  BLM,  Riverside  County  and  other 
local,  county,  state  and  federal  agencies  and  others  receiving 
benefit,  involved  in  approval  and  regulation  or  other  circum- 
stance of  authority  with/for  the  Eagle  Mountain  project  if  the 
public  or  the  environment  is  damaged  and  legally  proves  damage 
by  any/and/all phases  or  operations  connected  to  the  project 
for  the  entire  period  including  post  closure.  Show  liability 
and  responsibility  for  each  entity,  insurance  carrier  for  each, 
dollar  amount  for  each  occurrance  and  circumstance,  length  of 
obligation  for  each  phase  up  to,  and  including  post  closure. 

Will  other  funds  be  available  for  damages  if  this  project  -and 
its  operations  damages  the  public  and/or  the  environment? 

Was  this  proposal  considered?  A  pool  of  money  should  be  on  hand 
for  probable  public  and  environmental  damages  caused  by  the 
project  so  that  work  for  clean-up,  etc.  is  not  delayed  while 
various  businesses  and  agencies  quibble  about  who  is  going  to 
pay.  The  tax- paying  public  should  not  be  responsible  for  clean- 
up or  damage  to  the  public  resulting  from  any  phase  of  the 
trash  and  train  project  including  contamination  on  or  off  site 
at  Eagle  Mountain  and  its  impact  on  surrounding  communities  and 
desert  environs.  The  public  is  not  responsible  for  any  damage  if 
no  vote  or  other  means  of  approval  was  offered/given  when  the 
county  entered  into  an  agreement  to  accept  funds  from  private 
business  for  approval/operation  of  this  project.  Show  individ- 
ual assets  of  all  companies  involved  in  the  proposed  project 
and  dollar  amount  to  be  set  aside  and  available  for  a  clean-up 
fund  for  each.  What  assurance  do  we  have  that  a  major  disaster 
will  not  occur  in  50  years? 


contd.  on  page  6 
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30.  Be  more  specific,  define  in  detail  "number  of  other"  that 
describes  monitoring  systems  on  page  31  of  the  DEIS/R. 

31.  Explain  exactly  what  is  meant  by  collection  of  waste  mater- 
ial is  to  occur  primarily  within  the  Los  Angeles  metropolitan 
area. 

32.  What  agency,  using  which  year,  provided  data  on  page  k   of  the 
DEIS/R  stating  "currently  a  total  of  approximately  45,000 
tons  per  day  (tpd)  of  non- hazardous  solid  waste  is  generated 
within  Los  Angeles  County"?  Was  recycling  data  used  to  reduce 
the  total?  Are  these  figures  accurate  to  date? 

33-    In  case  of  earthquake,  train  wreck/accident,  fire,  flood, 

or  other  event  causing  rail  transport  stoppage  enroute  to  dump, 
how  will  refuse  be  transported  to  the  site?  Describe  emergency 
plans  for  each  event? 

34.    Cite  least  and  worst  case  scenario  for  accident  enroute  to 
site  and  give  all  mitigation  measures.  Show  response  plan 
for  all  points  enroute. 

35-    Show  least  and  worst  case  scenario  for  accident,  ground  water 
contamination,  other  air,  water,  land  pollution  and  contamin- 
ation to  site  and  off-site  affected  areas.  Give  detailed  mit- 
igation measures  showing  response  times.  Give  examples  for 
the  entire  period  of  operations  including  closure  and  post  clo- 
sure periods. 

36.  If  previous  mining  activities  contaminated  ground  water,  i.e. 
wells,  page  292  of  the  DEIS/R,  how  can  it  be  stated  now  that 
the  landfill  operations  will  not  also  pollute  the  ground 
water? 

37.  Predators  including  ravens  will  seek  out  the  landfill  and  will 
be  a  greater  menace  to  wildlife  young  including  the  desert 
tortise.  Explain  in  detail  the  mitigation  measures. 

38.  The  proposed  project  site  is  at  the  center  of  a  unique,  pristine 
and  fragile  desert  ecosystem.  Explain  in  detail  how  the  raven, 
coyote,  fox  and  other  scavenger  wildlife  will  be  affected  by 
human  refuse  in  their  natural  habitat?  Explain  in  detail  wild- 
life monitoring  systems  to  be  used  and  schedules.  Show  pro- 
posed mitigation  measures. 

39.  Explain  exactly  how  the  BLM  (i,e. Riverside  County  residents) 
and  the  public  will  profit  and/or  benefit  by  the  proposed 
right-of-way  and  land  exchange.  Why  is  the  "offered  lands"  def- 
ination  on  page  1?3  (Fig.  5-10)  of  the  DEIS/R  so  vague?  Be 
more  specific  please. 

40.  Describe  in  detail  how  adjacent  land  uses  are  compatible  with 
the  proposed  operations  of  the  landfill  project  and  site. 

contd.  on  page  7 
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41    41.    Are  you  satisfied  that  adverse  impacts  to  the  Joshua  Tree 

National  Monument  (or  soon  to  be  National  Park)  can  be  solved 
and- have  been  dealt  with  in  depth  in  the  DEIS/R?  In  the  Final 
EIS/R  we  would  like  to  see  a  specific  section  showing  adverse 
impacts  and  mitigation  measures,  all  in  one  place,  and  not 
scattered  by  category  of  impact.  We  know  what  it  is  and  what 
it  is  for.  Now  we  want  to  see  exactly  how  the  proposed  project 
will  affect  it,  since  it  is  only  one  mile  away. 

42.  By  Raven  control  do  you  mean  killing  them?  Explain  in  detail. 

43.  How  will  this  proposed  project  affect  expansion  or  designation 
of  Joshua  Tree  National "Monument  to  National  Park  status,  any 
other  proposed  protected  national  desert  lands  and  futuresites? 
List  and  name  areas  and  give  specific  details. 

44.  Describe  in  detail  impacts  to  tourism  to  the  entire  area  in- 
cluding the  Coachella  Valley  and  show  mitigation  measures  if 
any. 

45.  Will  trash  cars  ever  be  added  to  commuter  or  freight  trains 
or  trains  hauling  toxic  and  hazardous  materials  including  oil, 
chemicals  and  various  fuels? 

46.  The  DEIS/R  states  that  a  maximum  six  trains  per  day  will  travel 
on  Southern  Pacific  routes  throughout  southern  California.  Is 
this  an  accurate  statement?  Explain  the  Los  Angeles  Time's 
front  page  story  (9/12/89)  stating  that  "trains  do  their  haul- 
ing at  night,  empty  their  loads,  then  return  for  more  trash 

in  an  endless  chain".  What  length  will  these  six  trains  be,  to 
form  an  endless  chain?  Are  six  the  absolute  maximum  to  be  used 
during  a  24  hour  period?  What  will  the  noise  level  be  if  the 
transfer  stations  are  located  near  residential  areas?  What  will 
the  noise  and  other  impacts  be  to  the  San  Gorgonio  Pass  where 
already  approximately  60  trains  per  day  use  the  route?  Impacts 
to  the  Coachella  Valley?  Please  be  precise  in  this  answer. 

47    47.    Bullet  train  and  other  commuter  service  on  existing  southern 

California  rail  lines  is  all  but  a  reality  for  southern  Calif- 
ornia. Residents  of  the  San  Gorgonio  Pass  and  Coachella  Valley 
strongly  support  commuter  service. linking  the  desert  to  the 
coast  and  to  the  north  and  south.  They  much  prefer  the  ride  for 
themselves  instead  of  watching  Los  Angeles  trash  taking  the  ride. 
On  March  6,  1991  a  regional  commuter  rail  plan,  spearheaded  by 
state  Senator  Robert  Presley,  D-Riverside  for  a  multi-county 
commuter  rail  system  linking  Riverside  and  San  Bernardino  coun- 
ties and  others  was  approved  by  the  San  Bernardino  County 
Transportation  Commission.  On  September  12,  1991  nearly  $145 
million  in  road  and  rail  projects  were  approved  by  the  California 
Transportation  Commission,  including  $67  million  worth  of 
commuter- train  programs  in  southern  California.  Question  1  Have 
all  of  these  Commissions,  and  other  interested  parties,  been 
contacted  for  input  into  the  DEIS/R  regarding  impacts  to  the 
planned  commuter  services'by  the  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Land- 
fill Project  and  its  operations?  If  yes,  print  the  responses  in 
the  Final  EIS/R  for  the  project  as  part  of  the  answer  to  our 
question.  If  not,  explain  in  detail  why  not.  If  mitigation 
measures  are  given  please  show  sources  of  information  and  dates 
obtained,  and  dates  of  data  used. 

contd.  on  page  8 
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kl.  contd.   Surely  there  are/will  be  many  adverse  impacts  to 

southern  California  commuter  rail  service  by  the  proposed 
Eagle  Mountain  Landfill  Project  and  its  operations,  including 
the  transport  of  trash  by  rail.  Also  address  the  adverse 
impacts  to  commuter  rail  stations  by/from  trash  processing  and 
transfer  stations.  Questions  How  can  you  know  this  if  the 
trash  stations  are  not  a  part  of  this  DEIS/R  and  the  locations 
"are  not  known  at  this  time".  This  is  just  one  more  reason 
why  these  stations  must  be  addressed  in  the  Final  document. 

48.  Estimate  in  time  loaded  trains  could  be  held  at  transfer 
stations  during  loading  and  describe  the  setting.  Estimate 

in  time  trains  could  be  delayed  on  sidings  or  tracks  anywhere 
enroute  and  especially  in  the  San  Gorgonio  Pass  area  and  in 
the  Coachella  Valley  areas,  for  any  reason.  Explain  and 
describe  occurances  and  describe  in  detail  all  impacts  to  the 
immediate  and  surrounding  areas. 

49.  How  will  constant  shaking  caused  by  rolling  trains  adversely 
impact  the  homes  and  commercial  buildings  and  the  Westing- 
house  Nuclear  Center  located  adjacent  to  the  tracks  in  Beau- 
mont, California  and  other  affected  areas?  Describe  impact  to 
all  cities  with  housing  in  close  proximity"  to  tracks  and 
transfer  stations.  What  effect  will  this  have  on  property 
values?  What  will  be  done  to  lessen  noise  and  other  pollution? 

50.  Describe  in  detail  how  trash-by- train  will  impact  missiles- 
by-rail  now  being  developed  by  The  Department  of  Defense? 
Show  estimated  impacts,  with  DOD  input,  and  mitigations  for 
the  entire  115-year  period  and  beyond. 

51.  On  page  77  (Fig.30)  the  Morongo  Indian  Reservation,  which  is 
located  immediately  adjacent  to  the  eastern  boundary  of  the 
City  of  Banning  (in  the  San  Gorgonio  Pass)  is  listed  as  an 
alternate  site,  "remote  desert  site",  ha.',  for  the  purpose 
of  transporting  and  dumping  waste  generated  by  the  Southern 
California  Association  of  Governments.  We  resent  this  and 
request  that  this  Morongo  Reservation  site  be  removed  from 
their/your/whos?  list  for  the  following  reasons »  A.  The  imm- 
ediate area  is  now  home  to  the  Desert  Hills  Shopping  Center 
with  many  stores  and  shops.  B.  On  September  16,  1991  the 

San  Gorgonio  Pass  Water  Resources  Council,  made  up  of  21  city 
and  water  officials  and  members-at-large ,  outlined  a  plan 
to  bring  California  Aqueduct  water  to  the  area  for  storage 
calling  for  "a  water  treatment  plant  in  Kehl  Canyon,  pipelines 
and  pumping  stations,  a  Banning-Cabazon  water  spreading  ground 
in  the  San  Gorgonio  River  area,  recovery  wells  and  another 
reservoir  in  Hathaway  Canyon  on  the  Morongo  Reservation  and 
a  water  treatment  plant  in  Mias  Canyon  nearby",  The  Record 
Gazette,  September  17 1  1991,  Banning,  California.  It  becomes 
apparent  that  a  dump  with  a  rail  spur  would  not  be  suitable 
for  the  Morongo  Reservation  with  these  projects  in  immediate 
proximity.  Were  these  two  entities  consulted  and  advised  of 
the  plans  on  page  77  of  the  DElS/R  calling  for  No. 2  Alternative 
Site  Analysis,  a.  Remote  Rail  Haul  Projects  naming  the 
Morongo  Indian  Reservation  as  a  dumpsite?  If  not,  why  not? 
Explain  in  detail  please. 

contd.  on  page  9 
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52  52.    What  tonnage  of  trash/refuse  per  day  will  be  transported 

and  deposited  at  the  inception  of  operations?  What  estimate 
near  closure  period?  Will  projections  for  the  entire  period 
of  landfill  transport/deposit,  showing  tonnage  per  day,  be 
listed  in  the  Final  EISA?  If  not,  why  not? 

53  53-    Give  specific  mitigation  measures  to  insure  water  quality 

standards  in  accordance  with  local,  state  and  federal  regul- 
ation for  the  Colorado  River  Aqueduct,  an  open  water  con- 
veyance in  direct  proximity  to  the  proposed  landfill  project 
and  its  operations,  if  approved. 

54  5^-    Since  the  proposed  landfill  project  is  actually  being  de- 

signed to  meet  the  State  standards  for  a  Class  II  Landfill 
will  Class  II  waste  be  accepted  now  or  in  the  future?  Define 
■  Class  II  waste  and  explain  this  answer  in  detail. 

55  55-  Will  Mine  Reclamation  Corp. ,  Southern  Pacific  Transportation, 

Western  Waste  Industries,  Kaiser  Steel  Resources,  BLM,  County 
of  Riverside  and  any  other  entity  responsible  for  ownership/ 
management/operation/permit/approval  of  the  proposed  Eagle 
Mountain  Landfill  Project  and/or  its  operations  provide  and 
print  in  the  Final  EIS/R  a  legal,  binding  and  signed  document 
assuring  that  liquid  wastes,  hazardous  wastes,  sewage  sludge, 
incineration  ash,  radioactive  wastes  of  any  designation,  bio- 
logical wastes,  medical  wastes  will  never  be  accepted  at  the 
proposed  site, or  adjacent  sites  that  may  become  a  part  of  the 
operation  in  the  future,  or  incineration  processes,  for  the 
entire  period,  115  years  or  longer,  up  to  and  including  the 
post  closure?  Be  sure  to  spell  out  East  Pit,  Central  Pit  and 
Black  Eagle  Pit  in  the  document.  We  are  concerned  that  toxic 
and  hazardous  materials  will  be  included  in  the  project  be- 
cause so  many  rules  and  regulations  are  being  changed  for 
this  proposed  project  and  because  of  the  planned  class 
designation  of  the  landfill.  If  the  landfill  will  open  for 
operation  when  in  fact  it  should  not,  what  is  to  stop  the 
same  changing/fixing  mentality  from  adding  toxic  materials? 

56  56.    Do  you  guarantee  the  accuracy  of  the  "fairy  tale"  premise, 

each  step,  on  pages  Jk   and  35  of  the  DEIS/R  under  No.  5, 
Project  Operations?  Define  "scale  of  operation",  in -detail. 

57  57.    Could  you  please  explain  the  circumstances  of  the  San  Gab- 

riel Valley  Association  of  Cities  interest  in  this  project 
and  why  they  were  "on  board"  and  organizing  for  trash  pick- 
up before  the  project  was  proposed  for  permit  and  approval 
and  Riverside  County  residents  were  informed  of  the  project? 
Explain  in  detail. 


58  58.    Explain  in  detail  the  history  and  working  relationship  of 

Mine  Reclamation  Corp.,  Southern  Pacific  Transportation  Co. 
and  Western  Waste  Industries.  Give  date  of  joint  venture  and 
officers  names  and  backgrounds. 

59  59-    What  assurances  and  guarantees  was  Mine  Reclamation  Corp. 

given  in  1982  that  this  project  was  viable  and  by  whom? 

contd.  on  page  10 
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What  -permits,  licenses,  environmental  approvals,  etc.  have 
been  issued  to  Mine  Reclamation  Corp.  to  allow  "active  deve- 
lopment of  the  facility  since  198?<'?  Explain  fully  and  des- 
cribe the  "active  development"  in  detail. 

How  in  early  1989,  could  Riverside  County  "make  a  historical 
agreement"  with  Mine  Reclamation  Corp.,  under  a  99-yearpact 
for  an  annual$30  million  a  year  payment  to  the  county  with- 
out hearings  and  public  input,  and  Supervisors  pledging  a 
uart  of  the  $30  million  for  various  county  needs  in  return. 
And  assuring  Mine  Reclamation  Corp.  it  would  move  the  appro- 
val of  the  project  along  the  planning  process?  Please  explain 
this  in  detail. 

Could  you  please  use  a  more  comprehensive  table  of  contents 
in  the  Final  EIS/R? 

It  is  understood  that  public  controversy,  under  the  California  Env- 
ironmental Quality  Act  (CEQA)  must  be  considered  in  the  process  and 
in  ™cf  serious  controversy  could  cause  project  denial.  Could  you 
please  name  the  numbers  in  opposition  to  this  proposed  project  and 
its  operations?  Describe  in  detail  the  consideration  of  public  opp- 
osition in  the  approval/rejection  proceedings,  by  whom  and  at  what 

date. 


62, 


# 


Thank  you, 
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Ed  Hastey 

California  state  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Attn:  Mr.  Russell  Kaldenberg,  Area  Manager 

Palm  Springs-South  Coast  R.A. 

63-500  Garnet  Ave. 

P.O.  Box  2000 

N.  Palm  Springs,  ca.   92258-2000 

Dear  Mr.  Hastey: 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  reviewed  the 
Draft  Environmental  impact  Statement/Environmental  Impact  Report 
(DEIS/DEIR)  for  the  project  entitled  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 
Project,  Riverside  County,  California.   Our  review  is  provided 
pursuant  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (nepa) ,  Council 
on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  regulations  (40  CFR  Parts  1500- 
1508)  and  section  309  of  the  clean  Air  Act. 

Mine  Reclamation  corporation  and  Kaiser  steel  Resources, 
Inc.  propose  to  develop  a  Class  III  nonhazardous  solid  waste 
landfill  in  an  unused  open  pit  iron  ore  mine  located  at  Eagle 
Mountain  in  northeastern  Riverside  County,  California.  Eagle 
Mountain  is  located  in  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area. 
Under  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA) ,  about 
3,271  acres  of  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  lands  surrounding 
the  open  pit  mine  will  be  transferred  to  Kaiser  Steel  Resources, 
Inc.,  in  exchange  for  Kaiser  lands  bordering  their  Eagle  Mountain 
rail  line  on  the  Chuckwalla  Bench  which  has  higher  quality 
wildlife  habitat.   A  new  FLPMA  right-of-way  would  be  issued  for 
the  entire  length  of  the  renovated  Eagle  Mountain  rail  line,  the 
existing  Eagle  Mountain  Road,  and  proposed  Eagle  Mountain  Road 
Extension. 

The  landfill  itself  will  comprise  2,272  acr«s.   At  full- 
scale  operations,  the  landfill  will  accept  an  inflow  of  up  to 
20,000  tons  of  solid  waste  per  day  (tpd)  from  southern  California 
(primarily  from  Los  Angeles,  San  Bernardino,  Riverside  and  orange 
Counties)  for  approximately  115  years.   16,000  tpd  will  be 
shipped  in  intermodal  transport  containers  by  train  (maximum  of  6 
trains  per  day)  and  4,000  tpd  by  truck  (200  one  way  trips  per 
day) .  Refuse  will  first  pass  through  off-site  solid  waste 
processing  and  transfer  stations  (materials  recovery  facilities) 
which  are  not  considered  part  of  the  proposed  action.  Mine 
Reclamation  Corporation  will  establish  waste  contracts  between 
each  transfer  station  or  materials  recovery  facility. 
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The  landfill  is  being  designed  to  meet  the  state  standards 
for  a  Class  II  Landfill  even  though  the  Bits  will  only  accept  for 
disposal  Class  III  nonhazardous  solid  waste  (pg.  11-3,  Eagle 
Mountain  Landfill  Specific  Plan,  Riverside  County) .   The  design 
of  the  landfill  includes  the  use  of  a  clay  liner  on  the  bottom 
and  side  slopes  of  the  pit;  an  additional  composite/ synthetic 
liner  in  the  bottom  of  the  landfill;  a  leachate  collection, 
recovery  and  treatment  system;  and  a  landfill  gas  collection 
system.  Measures  for  dust  control,  on-site  drainage 
improvements,  mitigation  and  monitoring  are  included  in  the 
project. 

EPA  commends  the  project  proponents  for  their  attention  to 
state-of-the-art  design  and  comprehensive  mitigation  measures. 
Nevertheless,  due  to  the  unprecedented  size  and  scope  of  the 
proposed  project  (approximately  twice  that  of  other  projects,  pg. 
599  DEIS)  we  remain  very  concerned  with  the  potential  impacts  to 
air  quality  and  water  quality.   Furthermore,  there  is 
insufficient  information  for  EPA  to  fully  assess  environmental 
impacts  that  should  be  avoided  to  fully  protect  the  environment 
nor  is  there  sufficient  data  to  support  some  conclusions.   For 
example,  information  is  deficient  on  conformity  with  approved  air 
quality  implementation  plans,  project  alternatives,  the  proposed 
land  exchange,  previous  mine  reclamation  plans,  suitability  of 
mine  tailings  as  liner  material,  and  liner  integrity. 

The  DEIS  reports  that  even  with  mitigation  measures,  the 
project  could  result  in  exceedances  of  the  state  air  quality 
standards  for  nitrogen  dioxide  and  state  and  federal  standards 
for  fine  particulate  matter  (PM10) .  Under  Section  176(c)(1)  of 
the  new  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments,  federal  agencies  are  expressly 
prohibited  from  supporting,  approving,  licensing,  permitting,  or 
engaging  in  any  activity  which  does  not  conform  to  an  approved 
implementation  plan.   Federal  agencies  are  also  required  by  the 
Act  to  assure  that  all  actions  conform.   If  analysis  indicates 
that  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  project  could  contribute  to  a 
new  violation  of  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  standards 
(NAAQS) ,  then  the  project  must  be  revised  to  include  additional 
mitigating  emissions  reductions  from  mobile,  stationary,  or  area 
sources . 


Information  in  the  DEIS  indicates  that  the  proposed  Eagle 
Mountain  landfill  project  has  the  potential  to  be  a  major 
stationary  source  as  defined  in  40  CFR  52.21(b).   We  recommend 
that  the  Mine  Reclamation  Corporation  request  a  Prevention  of 
Significant  Deterioration  (PSD)  applicability  determination  from 
the  New  Source  Section,  EPA  Region  9. 

The  DEIS  provides  little  attention  to  alternatives  other 
than  the  selected  one.   The  No  Action  alternative  is  poorly 
developed  and  there  is  minimal  consideration  of  alternatives 
which  focus  on  waste  reduction  or  other  disposal  options  which 
may  have  less  adverse  environmental  impacts.   The  FEIS  should 
discuss  other  alternatives  or  combinations  of  alternatives 
capable  of  a  greater  level  of  environmental  protection  than  those 
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analyzed  in  the  DEIS.   We  encourage  project  proponents  to 
incorporate  specific  waste  reduction  requirements  and  criteria 
into  the  project  design. 

Based  upon  the  above  concerns  and  our  review  of  the  impact 
assessment  presented  in  the  DEIS,  we  have  classified  this  DEIS  as 
category  EO-2,  Environmental  Objections  -  Insufficient 
information  (see  attached  "Summary  of  the  EPA  Rating  System") . 
Our  detailed  comments  are  enclosed.   These  comments  are  based 
upon  the  assumption  of  full  implementation  of  all  proposed 
mitigation  measures  (Appendix  K  and  Eagle  Mountain  Landfill 
Specific  Plan) . 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  this  DEIS.   Please 
Bend  three  copies  of  the  Final  EIS  to  this  office  at  the  same 
time  it  is  officially  filed  with  our  Washington,  d.C.  office,   if 
you  have  any  questions,  please  call  Jacqueline  Wyland,  Chief, 
Office  of  Federal  Activities,  (415)  744-1584,  (FTS  484-1584)  or 
Laura  Fujii,  of  her  staff,  at  (415)  744-1573,  (FTS  484-1579). 

Sincerely, 

Deanna  Wieman,  Director 
Office  of  External  Affairs 

Enclosure;  (13  pages) 

91-198 
MI000250 

cc:  Nancy  Kaufman,  Laguna  Nigel,  usfws 
Pat  Port,  San  Francisco,  DOI 
Manager,  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument,  NPS 
Marianne  wetzal,  BLM  South  Coast  r.a. 
Robert  Perdue,  Colorado  River  Basin  Region  CRWQCB 
Vincint  Paul,  CA  integrated  Waste  Managment  Board 
Charlene  Herbst,  SWRCB 
South  Coast  Air  Resource  Board 

Joseph  Richards,  Planning  Director,  Riverside  Co. 
Robert  Coale,  Technical  Director,  MRC 
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POLICY  AND  PROCEDURES 


1640 
"1073784 


sumhajty  or  rating  definitions 
and  pou-ov-up  action* 


'% 


Environmental   Impact  of  the  Aceton 

LO — Leak  of  Objections 

The  EPA  review  has  not   Identified  any  potential  environmental  Impacts 
requiring  subotantlvs  changes  to  the  proposal.     The  ™»1«»  "»»T  two  <8leele>e«<t 
opportunities  fot  Application  of  mitigation  measures  that  could  be 
accomplished  with  no  more  than  minor  changes  to  the  prepeocl* 

EC — Environmental  Coneerno 

The  era  review  ha*  Identified  environmental  Impede  that  should  be  avoided  In 
order  to  fully  protect  the  environment.     Corrective  measured  aey  require 
changes  Co  Che  preferred  iltinutln  or  applleaclon  of  mitigation  measurae 
chat  e»  raduea  tha  environmental  Impact.     EPA  wU  Ilka  to  work  men  tha 
load  agency  to  raduea  chase  Impeete- 

10— •Invlronaantal  Objections 

Tha  EPA  review  hat  identified  significant  environmental  Impacts  that  Bust  am 

avoided  tn  ©roar  to  provide  adequate  protection  for  tha  environment.     Corrective 

aaaauraa  aajr  require  substantial  changes  to  tha  preferred  ellarna  tlve  or 

consideration  of  soma  ochar  project  alternative  (including  tha  no  action 

alternative  or  *  neu  alternative).       eta  Intends  to  uork  with  the  land 

agency  to  reduae  theee  impaste. 

EU — Environmentally  Unsatisfactory 

The  EP*  review  haa  Identified  advene  environmental  tapacca  that  are  of 
sufficient  magnitude  that  they  are  unsatisfactory  from  the  standpoint  ef 
pubLlc  health  or  welfare  or  environmental  quality.     ETA  lntanda  to  work  with 
the   lead  agency  to  reduce  these  lapacci.      If  the  potential  unsatlefectery 
Impacts  era  not  corrected  at  tha  final  EIS  stage,  this  proposal  will  be 
recommended  tor  referral  to  the  CEO.. 

Adequacy  of   the   Impact   Statement 

Category  I   ■ Adequate 

EPA  believes  the  draft  CIS  adequately  eet«  forth  the  envlronaeotal  Impact(s) 

of  the  preferred  alternative  and  those  of  the  alternatives  reasonably  avail 

able  to  the  .project  or  action.     No  further  analysis  or  data  collection  i« 

necessary,   but  tha  reviewer  may  suggest  the  addition  of  clarifying  language  or 

lnforaacion. 

Category  2 — Insufficient   Information 

The  draft  EIS  does  not  contain  sufficient   intonation  for  EPA  to  fully  aeaeoe 
environmental  impacts  that  should  be  avoided  In  order  to  fully  protect  the 
environment,  or  the  EPA  reviewer  haa  Identified  new  reasonably  available 
alternatives  that  are  within  the  spectrum  of  alternatives  analysed  la  the 
draft  SIS,  which  could  reduce  the  environmental  Impacts  of  the  action.     The 
Identified  eddltlonel  information,  data,  analyaua,  or  discussion  should  be 
Included  In  the   final  EIS* 

Category  5—  Inadequate 

EPA  does  not  believe  that  the  graft  £19  adequately  asseaees  potentially 
significant  environmental  impacts  of  the  action,  or  the  SPA  reviewer  haa 
Identified  new,    reasonably  available  alternatives   that    are  outside  of   the 
spectrum  of*. alternatives  analysed  in  the  draft   Els,  which  should   be  analysed 
in  order  to   reduce   the  potentially  significant  envlronaeotal   Impacts*      EPA 
believes  that  the  identified  eddltlonel  information,  date,  analyses,  oi 
discussions  are  of  such  e  magnitude  that  they  should  have  full  public  review 
at  s  draft  stags.     EPA  does  not  believe  that  the  dreft  EIS  la  adequate  for  the 
purposes  of  the  NEPA  and/or  Section  SOP  review,  and  thua  atiould  be  formally 
revised  and  made  available  for  public  comment  in  a  supplemental  oc  revised 
draft  EIS.     On  the  basis  of  the  potential  significant   Impacts  Involved,  this 
proposal  could  be  a  candidate  for  referral  to  the  CEG> 


•Prom  EPA  Manual   16*0  Policy  and  Procedures  foe  the  Review  of  Federal  Actions 
Impacting  the  Environment. 


Figure  4-1 
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AIR  QUALITY  COMMENTS 

1,   The  DEIS  did  not  fully  address  conformity  to  air  quality 
planning.   Federal  agencies  are  required  by  the  Clean  Air  Act  to 
assure  that  all  actions  conform  to  an  approved  implementation 
plan.   Conformity  to  an  implementation  plan  means: 

♦"conformity  to  an  implementation  plan's  purpose  of 
eliminating  or  reducing  the  severity  and  number  of 
violations  of  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  standards 
(NAAQS)  and  achieving  expeditious  attainment  of  such 
standards ;  and 

*that  such  activities  will  not  (i)  cause  or  contribute  to 
any  new  violation  of  any  standard  in  any  area;  (ii)  increase 
the  frequency  or  severity  of  any  existing  violation  of  any 
standard  in  any  area;  or  (iii)  delay  timely  attainment  of 
any  standards  or  any  required  interim  emission  reductions  or 
other  milestones  in  any  area."   (clean  Air  Act,  Section 
176(c)). 


i 


I 

1 

i 


I 

m 


10 


The  conformity  provisions  include  federal  actions  such  as 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  land  exchanges  and  right-of-way  grants. 
The  DEIS  analysis  indicates  that  the  proposed  project  could 
contribute  to  a  new  violation  of  the  NAAQS,  therefore  the  project 
must  be  revised  to  include  additional  mitigating  emissions 
reductions  from  mobile,  stationary,  or  area  sources.   Conformity 
analysis  should  also  use  the  same  emissions  model  as  in  the  State 
implementation  Plan  in  order  for  emissions  factors  to  be 
consistent. 

To  assure  conformity,  mitigation  plans  in  any  EIS  should; 
demonstrate  that  effectiveness  estimates  for  mitigation  are 
reasonable;  describe  the  schedule,  funding,  and  responsibilities 
for  the  measures?  demonstrate  enforceability;  and  show  that 
projected  amissions  will  fully  conform. 

2.  Given  that  conservative,  "worst  case"  analyses  are  used  in 
the  DEIS,  we  support  the  DEIS  suggestion  that  additional 
conditions  be  placed  on  the  project  approval.  These  conditions, 
acquisition  of  12  months  of  valid  meteorological  data  at  the  site 
and  a  revised  air  quality  modeling  analysis  and  screening  level 
health  risk  assessment  analysis  using  this  site  specific 
meteorological  data,  are  detailed  on  pages  416  and  418. 

3.  Additional  mitigation  measures  which  should  be  considered  in 
the  FEIS  are  construction  of  wheel  washing  stations  on  site  (PM10 
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mitigation)  and  electrification  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  Railway 
(locomotive  engine  emission  mitigation)  . 

4.  The  DEIS  states  that  emissions  from  initial  construction 
were  not  quantified  since  they  would  be  short-term  and  are  not 

11  considered  significant  (pg.  372).  A  short-term  impact  is  not 
necessarily  insignificant.   The  project  site  is  located  in  a 
nonattainment  area  for  fine  particulates  (PM10)  (pg.  168)  which 
may  be  one  of  the  main  emissions  from  construction  activities. 
We  recommend  the  FEIS  include  an  evaluation  of  emissions  from 
construction  activities  and  their  cumulative  impacts  to  air 
quality. 

5.  The  National  Park  Service  has  expressed  major  concerns  with 
potential  air  impacts  to  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument.   Ozone 

12  damage  may  already  be  adversely  affecting  park  vegetation.    We 
urge  the  project  proponents  to  work  closely  with  the  National 
Park  Service  to  avoid  and  minimize  potential  impacts  to  the 
Monument.   Potential  air  quality  impacts  on  Joshua  Tree  National 
Monument  should  be  fully  evaluated  and  addressed  in  the  FEIS. 

13  6.   We  note  that  all  of  the  project  alternatives  are  considered 
to  have  a  significant  effect  on  air  quality,  including  the  No 
Action  alternative.   Furthermore,  according  to  the  DEIS,  the 
alternative  of  continued  use  of  south  Coast  Air  Basin  landfills 
would  have  the  lowest  total  air  quality  impacts  because  of 
shorter  transportation  distances  (pgs.  368-431) . 


1 
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WATER  QUALITY  COMMENTS 

14  The  FEjIS  should  more  fully  discuss  the  project's  compliance 
with  state  and  local  water  quality  management  plans  and  state- 
adopted,  EPA-approved  water  quality  standards.   We  recommend  that 
the  project  be  closely  coordinated  with  the  California  Regional 
water  Quality  Control  Board  -  Colorado  River  Basin  Region  and 
State  water  Resources  Control  Board  to  ensure  protection  of  water 
quality  and  maintenance  of  beneficial  uses. 

Groundwater  Quality 

1.    Engineering  measures  (e.g.,  liners,  leachate  collection, 
surface  diversions,  gas  collection)  are  specified  to  reduce  the 
likelihood  of  water  quality  contamination;  however,  the 
efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  these  measures  is  not  discussed. 

15  Liners  are  subject  to  failure  due  to  bioturbation,  ground 
cracking,  and  the  effects  of  wetting,  drying  and  old  age. 

16  surface  diversions  and  subdrain  sumps  may  affect  groundwater 

17  recharge  and  subsurface  flow.  All  engineering  measures  are 
subject  to  pbssible  damage  from  earthquakes.  Severe  ground 
shaking  could  occur  at  the  site  (pg.  484) .   The  FEIS  should 
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evaluate  the  expected  lifetime  of  the  liner,  leachate  collection 
and  gas  collection  systems  and  quantitatively  assess  the  impact 
on  groundwater  of  the  full  or  partial  failure  of  these  systems. 
The  effects  of  surface  diversion  structures  on  groundwater 
recharge  and  subsurface  flow  should  also  be  discussed  in  this 
context. 


1 
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2.    Project  applicants  propose  to  construct  a  composite  liner 
consisting  of  clay  and  a  high  density  polyethylene  flexible 
membrane  over  only  the  lowest  elevations  of  the  landfill.   All 
other  areas  would  be  lined  with  a  clay  liner  (pgs.  59,  320-321). 

20  The  DEIS  has  not  demonstrated  the  ability  of  this  system  to  fully 
protect  groundwater  quality.   Given  the  potential  for  flash 
floods  and  heavy  rainstorms  (pg.  115),  it  is  conceivable  that 
leachate  may  penetrate  areas  other  than  the  bottom  of  the 
landfill.   We  recommend  the  applicants  consider  installation  of  a 
composite  liner  over  the  entire  landfill.   We  note  that  the 
California  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  Colorado  River 
Basin  Region  has  stated  that  a  composite  liner  should  be 
installed  over  all  portions  of  the  landfill  (Sept.  13,  1991 
CRWQCB  letter  to  BLM) . 

21  3.    It  is  proposed  that  fine  and  course  tailings  from  previous 
ore  mining  operations  at  the  site  be  utilized  to  construct  the 
clay  liner  and  as  daily  cover  material  (pgs.  34,  321).  The 
suitability  of  this  tailing  material  for  these  objectives  should 

22  be  fully  addressed  in  the  FEIS.   Include  a  complete  evaluation  of 
chemical  and  permeability  characteristics  and  potential  for 
groundwater  contamination  from  these  tailing  constituents. 

4.    Significant  ponding  occurs  in  the  bottom  of  the  East  Pit, 
the  location  of  the  proposed  landfill.   Evidence  strongly 
suggests  this  water  is  directly  connected  to  the  groundwater 
table  (pg.  119) .   The  project  applicants  propose  to  avoid 
disposal  in  this  part  of  the  East  Pit  for  approximately  85  years 
and  to  fill  the  area  to  an  elevation  at  least  50  feet  higher  than 
the  highest  historically  known  groundwater  level  prior  to 

23  disposal  activities  (pg.  65).   We  remain  concerned  with  the 
effectiveness  of  these  proposed  measures  to  adequately  protect 
groundwater  quality.   Potential  contamination  of  groundwater  via 
the  ponded  area  and  the  effectiveness  and  reliability  of  the 
filling  proposal  should  be  evaluated  in  the  FEIS. 

24  5. ■  There  is  insufficient  information  in  the  DEIS  to  determine 
the  potential  impacts  of  landfill  gas  (lfg)  condensate  on 
groundwater  quality.   The  evaluation  of  these  impacts  relies  on 
the  landfill  liner,  leachate  collection  system  and  presence  of 
bedrock  beneath  the  lowest  elevation  of  the  landfill  to  minimize 
impacts  to  groundwater  to  insignificance  (pgs.  320-321) .  other 
evidence  in  the  DEIS  indicates  there  are  faults,  joints, 
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fractures  and  dikes  within  the  proposed  landfill  pit  (pgs.  247- 
231) .   Therefore  reliance  on  the  presence  of  bedrock  may  not  be 

25  adequate.   Furthermore,  there  is  no  evaluation  of  the  operational 
dependability  of  the  landfill  liner  or  leachate  collection 
system.  The  FEIS  should  fully  address  these  issues. 

Drainage 

1.    The  storm  weather  pattern  at  the  site  can  be  characterized 
by  heavy  rains  of  short  duration  and  flash  floods  (pgs.  192, 
442).  At  present  water  drains  into  the  East  Pit  (pg.  192). 
Although  a  permanent  drainage  system  bordering  the  landfill  is 
proposed  for  diversion  of  storm  water,  this  system  will  be 
constructed  in  stages  to  protect  only  areas  which  have  reached 

26  final  elevations  (pg.  443).   It  is  unclear  what  temporary 
drainage  control  measures  will  be  taken  to  prevent  ponding  and 
run-on  of  heavy  rains  from  reaching  active  fill  areas  or  areas 
which  have  not  reached  final  elevations  (pg.  444).  The  FEIS 
should  provide  a  complete  description  and  evaluation  of  these 
temporary  drainage  control  measures  and  their  potential  impacts. 

27  2.   The  potential  impact  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  Road  extension 
and  new  rail  way  spur  on  existing  drainage  patterns  should  be 
fully  addressed  in  the  fexs. 

28  3.   The  FEIS  should  describe  the  magnitude  of  existing  flash 
flood  and  heavy  rain  storm  problems.   Maps  which  clearly  define 
creeKs,  washes  and  existing  drainage  are  highly  recommended. 

29  Figure  56  Eagle  Mountain  Drainage  Area  (pg.  193)  does  not  clearly 
illustrate  the  drainage  of  Eagle  Creek  or  current  surface  flow 
during  storm  events. 

Water  supply 

1.   Groundwater  from  existing  wells  in  the  project  vicinity  will 
be  utilized  for  dust  control  and  other  landfill  activities. 

30  Potential  impacts  of  increased  pumping  on  nearby  wells,  springs, 
and  subsurface  flows  should  be  fully  evaluated  in  the  FEIS."  The 
groundwater  basin  is  already  in  overdraft  condition  (pg.  329) . 

31  While  impacts  to  the  region's  total  water  consumption  may  not  be 
significant,  cumulative  affects  on  specific  water  supply  sources 
could  be  major. 

SOLID  WASTE  COMMENTS 

Revised  requirements  for  municipal  solid  waste  disposal 
facilities  and  practices  have  been  issued  under  the  Resource 

32  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  (RCRA) ,  40  CFR  Part  257.  These 
requirements  include  location,  design,  operating,  and  closure 
standards  which  must  be  met  and  discussed  in  the  FEIS.   A  fact 
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sheet  on  the  new  regulations  is  attached.   Copies  of  the  final 
regulations  may  be  ordered  from  the  RCRA  Information  Center,  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Office  of  Solid  Haste,  401  M. 
Street  sw,  Washington,  D.c,  20460  or  contact  the  RCRA  Hotline 
Monday-Friday,  8s30  a.m.  to  7:30  p.m.  EST,  (800)  424-9346. 

GENERAL  NATIONAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  POLICY  ACT  (NEPA)  COMMENTS 
Alternatives  Analysis 

1.   The  DEIS  describes  the  proposed  project  and  potential 
environmental  impacts,  but  provides  only  a  summary  description  of 
other  alternatives  considered  in  detail  (pgs.  74-75) .  The  No 
Action  alternative  should  be  fully  developed  in  the  feis.   For 
Instance,  describe  Kaiser  steel  Corporation's  reclamation  plan 
(pg.  75)  and  Eagle  Mountain  Energy  Company's  proposed 
hydroelectric  pump  storage  project  (pg.  586)  and  their  potential 
for  implementation.   In  addition,  the  FEIS  should  include  a 
discussion  of  the  probability  of  implementation  of  alternative 
sites  and  projects  (pgs.  77-104)  with  and  without  the  proposed 
action.  e 
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2.    EPA  believes  alternatives  focusing  on  solid  waste  reduction 
should  be  explored.   A  possible  approach  is  to  include  specific 
waste  reduction  incentives  such  as  pricing  mechanisms  and 
detailed  waste  acceptance  criteria  in  the  selected  alternative. 
We  encourage  the  project  applicants  to  include  waste  reduction 
requirements  and  acceptance  criteria  in  their  waste  contracts 
with  each  transfer  station  or  materials  recovery  facility. 

Offsite  Facilities 

1.  The  FEIS  should  include  a  more  complete  analysis  of  the  off- 
site  improvements  associated  with  the  landfill  (e.g.,  Eagle 
Mountain  Road  extension,  railroad  improvements,  railway 
extension) .   The  analysis  should  provide  a  thorough  evaluation  of 
potential  impacts  to  water  quality  (e.g.,  flooding,  surface 
flows),  air  quality  (e.g.,  construction  impacts),  and  biological 
resources  including  wetlands. 

2.  Several  off-site  solid  waste  processing  and  transfer 
stations  will  be  necessary  to  serve  the  landfill  (pg.  13).  while 
these  facilities  may  be  developed  by  entities  other  than  the 
project  applicants,  we  believe  they  are  an  integral  part  of  the 
proposed  action  and  should  be  addressed  in  more  detail  in  the 
FEIS  (pg.  xxi) .   For  instance,  the  FEIS  should  describe  existing 
stations  which  may  serve  the  Eagle  Mountain  landfill  and  the 
probable  location  of  future  stations.   Address  the  potential 
consequences  of  inadequate  transfer  stations  to  serve  the 
landfill.   Minimum  transfer  station  design,  operation,  mitigation 
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3g     ana  monitoring  requirements  should  be  listed.   We  encourage  the 

project  applicants  to  work  closely  with  local,  state,  and  private 
entities  in  the  development  of  future  solid  waste  processing  and 
transfer  stations  which  may  serve  the  landfill. 

3.   The  reestablishment  of  the  townsite  of  Eagle  Mountain  also 
appears  dependent  upon  the  proposed  project,  especially  in  light 
of  the  BLM  reverter  clause  and  ownership  of  the  townsite  by 
Kaiser  steel  Resources,  Inc.  (pg.  15) .   we  believe  it  would  have 
been  preferable  for  the  DEIS  to  evaluate  the  townsite  of  Eagle 
Mountain  and  its  associated  activities  rather  than  defer  this 
evaluation  to  a  later  EIR  (pg.  xxi) .   The  FEIS  should  include  a 
more  thorough  description  of  the  townsite  specific  plan  and 
potential  environmental  impacts. 

GENERAL  COMMENTS 

Land  Use 

1.  According  to  the  Federal  Land  policy  and  Management  Act  of 
1976,  section  2  06,  a  tract  of  land  may  be  disposed  of  by  exchange 
where  the  Secretary  of  the  interior  determines  that  the  public  " 
interest  will  be  well  served  by  the  exchange  provided  the  values 
and  objectives  of  federal  land  if  retained  are  not  greater  than 
the  values  of  non-federal  lands  and  public  objectives  they  could 

40  serve  if  acquired.   The  FEIS  should  identify  the  specific 
criteria  used  by  each  agency  in  selecting  a  fair  land  exchange 
and  coordination  which  has  occurred  between  the  project 

41  applicants  and  BLM.    Detailed  information  on  the  resources  of 
the  specific  areas  to  be  pursued  for  acquisition  by  BLM  should  be 
included  in  the  FEIS  and  a  comparison  of  the  public  values  and 
objectives  between  the  BLM  exchange  lands  and  parcels  that  would 
potentially  be  acquired. 

2.  The  DEIS  states  that  the  proposed  action  is  not  anticipated 
to  conflict  with  the  use  of  Joshua  Tree  National  Monument  within 

42  the  Natural  Environment  or  Wilderness  subzones  or  with 
recreational  values  (pgs.  439,  521).   The  National  Park  Service 
has  expressed  concern  with  the  potential  air  quality  impacts  on 
the  Monument.   Such  impacts,  if  significant,  may  be  considered  in 
conflict  with  the  designated  land  use  of  Joshua  Tree  National 
Monument  and  may  contribute  to  degradation  of  existing 
recreational  values. 

Specif io  comments 

1.    The  DEIS  states  that  mitigation  measures  for  construction 
noise  effects  are  not  necessary  since  the  nearest  existing 
residential  land  uses  are  situated  approximately  one-quarter  mile 
from  the  nearest  construction  site  (pg.  559).   The  rationale  for 
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this  conclusion  is  unclear.   Upon  examination  of  Figure  98 
Construction  Equipment  Noise  Levels  and  the  reduction  of  listed 
construction  noise  by  32  dBA  when  tested  2,000  feet  away,  it 
appears  that  residential  land  uses  within  one-quarter  mile  may 
still  be  exposed  to  a  noise  level  above  75  dBA  which  is 
considered  the  maximum  preferred  noise  level  (pg.  552).   The  feis 
should  address  this  issue  and  provide  supporting  data  for  the 
conclusion  of  insignificant  impacts. 

2.  The  estimated  project  lifespan  is  115  years.   The  feis 
should  address  financial  assurance  to  cover  costs  of  closure, 
post-closure  care  and  any  needed  cleanups. 

3.  There  is  insufficient  data  to  support  some  conclusions  in 
the  deis.   For  instance,  the  DEIS  appears  to  conclude  without 
supporting  information  that  the  mine  tailings  are  adequate  for 
use  as  liner  material  (pg.  321) ,  minimal  disruption  of  rail 
operation  on  Bighorn  Sheep  (pg.  454),  and  minimal  project  effect 
on  regional  growth  (pg.  473).   The  FEIS  should  provide 
information  (e.g.,  chemical  analyses,  behavioral  studies, 
regional  growth  statistics)  to  support  these  conclusions. 

4.  A  more  thorough  discussion  of  the  proposed  load  checking 
program  should  be  included  in  the  FEIS.   Indicate  whether 
verification  of  transfer  facility  permits  will  be  made. 

5.  Waste  generated  from  the  Desert  Center  or  other  local  areas 
Will  be  inspected  for  hazardous  waste  at  an  on-site  inspection 
station  located  in  the  Phase  II  container  handling  yards  (pgs. 
39,  332).   construction  of  Phase  II  is  not  planned  for  the 
immediate  future  (1-5  years).   The  feis  should  describe  the 
handling  and  sorting  of  locally  generated  waste  prior  to 
construction  of  Phase  11  facilities. 


50  6.    The  DEIS  states  that  a  potential  impact  of  the  No  Action 
alternative  is  public  access  to  unused  facilities  at  the  unused 
mine  (pg.  355) .   A  description  of  existing  access  and  security 
controls  at  the  proposed  landfill  site  should  be  included  in  the 

FEIS. 

51  7-    Since  the  proposed  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
(FLPMA)  land  exchange  and  right-of-way  designation  are  the 
primary  Federal  actions,  we  recommend  the  FEIS  provide  a  summary 
of  pertinent  portions  of  FLPMA  requirements. 

52  8.    The  FEIS  should  describe  the  status  of  Section  7  Endangered 
Species  Act  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  wildlife  Service. 
Address  potential  contingency  plans  if  proposed  mitigation  is 
unsuccessful  (e.g.,  Alverson's  foxtail  cactus  transplanting 
program) . 
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53     9.    The  development  of  Appendix  K  Mitigation  Monitoring  Program 
is  commendable.   We  recommend  that  "lead  enforcement  agencies"  be 
fully  identified.   In  addition,  a  table  correlating  the  Specific 
Plan  requirements  with  proposed  mitigation  measures  would  be  very 
valuable. 
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